Examining interview techniques to assist children’s recall of repeated events. by Danby, Meaghan
Examining interview techniques to assist children’s recall of repeated events
by
Meaghan Claire Danby
BApp.Sc. (Psych) Hons
Submitted in fulfilment of the requirements for the degree of
Doctor of Philosophy
Deakin University
June, 2016
Meaghan Danby PhD Dissertation ii 
DEAKIN UNIVERSITY 
ACCESS TO THESIS - A
I am the author of the thesis entitled
Examining interview techniques to assist children’s recall of repeated events
submitted for the degree of
Doctor of Philosophy
This thesis may be made available for consultation, loan and limited copying in accordance 
with the Copyright Act 1968.
'I certify that I am the student named below and that the information provided in the form is 
correct'
Full Name: MEAGHAN CLAIRE DANBY
Signed: 
Date: 19 August 2016
Meaghan Danby PhD Dissertation iii 
 
DEAKIN UNIVERSITY 
CANDIDATE DECLARATION 
I certify the following about the thesis entitled (10 word maximum) 
“Examining interview techniques to assist children’s recall of repeated events”
submitted for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy
a. I am the creator of all or part of the whole work(s) (including content and layout) and 
that where reference is made to the work of others, due acknowledgment is given.
b. The work(s) are not in any way a violation or infringement of any copyright, 
trademark, patent, or other rights whatsoever of any person.
c. That if the work(s) have been commissioned, sponsored or supported by any 
organisation, I have fulfilled all of the obligations required by such contract or 
agreement.
d. That any material in the thesis which has been accepted for a degree or diploma by 
any university or institution is identified in the text.
e. All research integrity requirements have been complied with.
'I certify that I am the student named below and that the information provided in the form is 
correct'
Full Name: MEAGHAN CLAIRE DANBY
Signed: 
Date: 20th June 2016
Meaghan Danby PhD Dissertation iv 
Acknowledgements
I would like to graciously recognise the assistance and support provided by many 
individuals during my candidature.  First, I wish to acknowledge the schools and children 
who participated in the studies comprised within this thesis.  My thanks go to the many 
teachers and principals who gave their time to organise their school’s participation in the 
project.  I am humbled by their altruistic willingness to contribute to research. This thesis 
would not have been possible without the voluntary participation of the school children, and 
their parents’ readiness for the children to be involved.
Importantly, I would like to thank each member of my supervision team. I am 
extremely grateful to Dr Stefanie Sharman for continually making time for me, even while on 
maternity leave, to provide feedback and direction.  Stef has provided practical guidance for 
navigating the obstacles of my candidature, and helpful advice for a career in research. I
express my deepest gratitude to Dr Sonja Brubacher for her continual support during the 
write-up of my publications and thesis. Sonja’s expertise and knowledge is inspiring, and she 
provided me with improved insight and motivation during my candidature. I am grateful to 
Professor Martine Powell for providing me with the opportunity to learn from her remarkable 
expertise. Martine has provided me with countless opportunities and experiences during my 
candidature, which have helped give meaning to my research and prepare me for a career in
the investigative interviewing field.
I extend my thanks to my colleagues and friends at Deakin University, for providing 
me with encouragement, advice and emotional support over the past few years.  Much 
gratitude goes to Dr Mairi Benson, who has afforded me much support within our laboratory. 
I consider myself lucky to have worked alongside Mairi, and thank her for not only her 
guidance but also her friendship.  I wish to thank Mathew Ling and Gemma Hamilton for 
Meaghan Danby PhD Dissertation v 
their assistance with my research projects, and additionally for their encouragement and 
support.
I am grateful to my family, especially my Mum and Dad, for their encouragement
throughout my past 8 years of tertiary education.  I was able to undertake this thesis due to 
my parents’ unwavering support and patience, and it is through their encouragement that I
have been able to complete it.  Lastly, my appreciation and love goes to my partner, Michael, 
for his patience and understanding. I thank him for providing respite from my studies, and 
supporting my decisions.
Meaghan Danby PhD Dissertation vi 
List of Publications
Danby, M. C., Brubacher S. P., Sharman, S. J., & Powell, M. B. (2015). The effects of 
practice on children’s ability to apply ground rules in a narrative interview. 
Behavioral Sciences & the Law, 33, 446 – 458. doi: 10.1002/bsl.2194
Danby, M. C., Brubacher S. P., Sharman, S. J., & Powell, M. B. (under review). The effects 
of one versus two episodically-oriented practice narratives on children’s reports of a 
repeated event episode.
Danby, M. C., Brubacher S. P., Sharman, S. J., Powell, M. B., & Roberts, K. P. (under 
review). Children’s reasoning about which episode of a repeated event is best 
remembered.
Danby, M. C., Sharman, S. J., Brubacher S. P., Powell, M. B., & Roberts, K. P. (under 
review). Differential effects of general versus cued invitations on children’s reports of 
a repeated event.
Meaghan Danby PhD Dissertation vii 
Authorship Statement One 
1.  Details of publication and executive author 
Title of Publication Publication details 
The effects of practice on children’s ability to apply ground rules in a 
narrative interview 
 
Danby, M. C., Brubacher S. P., 
Sharman, S. J., & Powell, M. B. 
(2015). The effects of practice on 
children’s ability to apply ground 
rules in a narrative interview. 
Behavioral Sciences & the Law, 33, 
446 – 458. doi: 10.1002/bsl.2194 
Name of executive author School/Institute/Division if based 
at Deakin; Organisation and 
address if non-Deakin 
Email or phone 
Meaghan Danby Centre for Investigative 
Interviewing, School of Psychology
meaghan.danby@deakin.edu.au 
2.  Inclusion of publication in a thesis 
Is it intended to include this publication in a higher degree 
by research (HDR) thesis? 
Yes / No 
 
 
If Yes, please complete Section 3 
If No, go straight to Section 4. 
3.  HDR thesis author’s declaration 
Name of HDR thesis author if 
different from above. (If the same, 
write “as above”) 
School/Institute/Division if based at 
Deakin 
Thesis title 
 
As above 
Centre for Investigative 
Interviewing, School of Psychology 
Examining interview techniques to 
assist children’s recall of repeated 
events 
If there are multiple authors, give a full description of HDR thesis author’s contribution to the publication (for 
example, how much did you contribute to the conception of the project, the design of methodology or 
experimental protocol, data collection, analysis, drafting the manuscript, revising it critically for important 
intellectual content, etc.) 
Overall Miss Danby completed approximately 80% of the work for this paper. This work included the following 
tasks: collected all the data (interviews), transcribed 70% of the data, coded all the data (second author 
completed double-coding for reliability), analysed the data, drafted the manuscript, and incorporated revisions 
from all other authors into final draft. 
I declare that the above is an accurate description of 
my contribution to this paper, and the contributions of 
other authors are as described below. 
Signature 
and date 
6 June 2016 
4.  Description of all author contributions 
Name and affiliation of author  Contribution(s) (for example,  conception of the project, design of 
methodology or experimental protocol, data collection, analysis, drafting 
the manuscript, revising it critically for important intellectual content, etc.) 
Meaghan Danby 
Centre for Investigative 
Interviewing, Deakin University 
See above for description of contribution. 
Sonja Brubacher 
Centre for Investigative 
Interviewing, Deakin University  
Designed experiment protocol and coding scheme, assisted in data analysis, 
gave feedback and revisions on drafts. 
Stef Sharman
Centre for Investigative 
Interviewing, Deakin University  
Assisted in data analysis, gave feedback and revisions on drafts. 
Martine Powell
Centre for Investigative 
Interviewing, Deakin University  
Gave feedback and revisions on drafts.
Meaghan Danby PhD Dissertation viii 
5. Author Declarations 
I agree to be named as one of the authors of this work, and confirm:  
i. that I have met the authorship criteria set out in the Deakin University Research Conduct Policy, 
ii. that there are no other authors according to these criteria, 
iii. that the description in Section 4 of my contribution(s) to this publication is accurate,  
iv. that the data on which these findings are based are stored as set out in Section 7 below. 
If this work is to form part of an HDR thesis as described in Sections 2 and 3, I further  
v. consent to the incorporation of the publication into the candidate’s HDR thesis submitted to 
Deakin University and, if the higher degree is awarded, the subsequent publication of the thesis 
by the university (subject to relevant Copyright provisions).   
Name of author Signature* Date 
Miss Meaghan Danby  
 
 
6 June 2016 
Dr. Sonja Brubacher  
 
6/6/2016 
Dr. Stefanie Sharman 
 
 
 
 
6 June 2016 
Prof. Martine Powell 
 
 
6 June 2016 
6.  Other contributor declarations 
I agree to be named as a non-author contributor to this work. 
Name and affiliation of contributor Contribution Signature* and date 
N/A   
* If an author or contributor is unavailable or otherwise unable to sign the statement of authorship, the Head 
of Academic Unit may sign on their behalf, noting the reason for their unavailability, provided there is no 
evidence to suggest that the person would object to being named as author 
7.  Data storage 
The original data for this project are stored in the following locations. (The locations must be within an 
appropriate institutional setting. If the executive author is a Deakin staff member and data are stored outside 
Deakin University, permission for this must be given by the Head of Academic Unit within which the executive 
author is based.) 
Data format Storage Location Date 
lodged 
Name of custodian if other 
than the executive author 
Electronic information (audio files, word 
document transcriptions, data files) 
Secure Deakin University 
server. External hard drive 
backup stored in locked filing 
cabinet at Deakin University. 
20/6/16 Meaghan Danby 
Paper-based information  A locked filing cabinet at 
Deakin University 
20/6/16 Meaghan Danby 
This form must be retained by the executive author, within the school or institute in which they are based. If 
the publication is to be included as part of an HDR thesis, a copy of this form must be included in the thesis 
with the publication. 
Meaghan Danby PhD Dissertation ix 
Authorship Statement Two 
1.  Details of publication and executive author 
Title of Publication Publication details
The effects of one versus two episodically-oriented practice narratives on 
children’s reports of a repeated event  
Danby, M. C., Brubacher S. P., 
Sharman, S. J., & Powell, M. B. 
(under review). The effects of one 
versus two episodically-oriented 
practice narratives on children’s 
reports of a repeated event 
Name of executive author School/Institute/Division if based 
at Deakin; Organisation and 
address if non-Deakin 
Email or phone 
Meaghan Danby Centre for Investigative 
Interviewing, School of Psychology 
meaghan.danby@deakin.edu.au 
2.  Inclusion of publication in a thesis 
Is it intended to include this publication in a higher degree 
by research (HDR) thesis? 
Yes / No 
 
 
If Yes, please complete Section 3 
If No, go straight to Section 4. 
3.  HDR thesis author’s declaration 
Name of HDR thesis author if 
different from above. (If the same, 
write “as above”) 
School/Institute/Division if based at 
Deakin 
Thesis title 
 
As above 
Centre for Investigative 
Interviewing, School of Psychology 
Examining interview techniques to 
assist children’s recall of repeated 
events 
If there are multiple authors, give a full description of HDR thesis author’s contribution to the publication (for 
example, how much did you contribute to the conception of the project, the design of methodology or 
experimental protocol, data collection, analysis, drafting the manuscript, revising it critically for important 
intellectual content, etc.) 
Overall Miss Danby completed approximately 80% of the work for this paper. This work included the following 
tasks: collecting all the data (interviews), transcribing 40% of the interviews, analysing the data, drafting the 
manuscript, and incorporating all revisions into manuscript.  
I declare that the above is an accurate description of 
my contribution to this paper, and the contributions of 
other authors are as described below. 
Signature 
and date 
6 June 2016 
 
4.  Description of all author contributions 
Name and affiliation of author  Contribution(s) (for example,  conception of the project, design of 
methodology or experimental protocol, data collection, analysis, drafting 
the manuscript, revising it critically for important intellectual content, etc.) 
Meaghan Danby 
Centre for Investigative 
Interviewing, Deakin University  
See above for description of contribution. 
Sonja Brubacher 
Centre for Investigative 
Interviewing, Deakin University  
Conceptualised the experiment, assisted in data analysis and gave feedback 
and revisions on drafts. 
Stef Sharman
Centre for Investigative 
Interviewing, Deakin University  
Assisted in data analysis, gave feedback and revisions on drafts. 
Martine Powell 
Centre for Investigative 
Interviewing, Deakin University  
Gave feedback and revisions on drafts. 
Meaghan Danby PhD Dissertation x 
5.  Author Declarations 
I agree to be named as one of the authors of this work, and confirm:  
vi. that I have met the authorship criteria set out in the Deakin University Research Conduct Policy, 
vii. that there are no other authors according to these criteria, 
viii. that the description in Section 4 of my contribution(s) to this publication is accurate,  
ix. that the data on which these findings are based are stored as set out in Section 7 below. 
If this work is to form part of an HDR thesis as described in Sections 2 and 3, I further  
x. consent to the incorporation of the publication into the candidate’s HDR thesis submitted to 
Deakin University and, if the higher degree is awarded, the subsequent publication of the thesis 
by the university (subject to relevant Copyright provisions).   
Name of author Signature* Date 
Miss Meaghan Danby  
 
 
6 June 2016 
Dr. Sonja Brubacher  
 
 
6/6/2016 
Dr. Stefanie Sharman  
 
 
6 June 2016 
Prof. Martine Powell 
 
 
6 June 2016 
6.  Other contributor declarations 
I agree to be named as a non-author contributor to this work. 
Name and affiliation of contributor Contribution Signature* and date 
N/A   
* If an author or contributor is unavailable or otherwise unable to sign the statement of authorship, the Head 
of Academic Unit may sign on their behalf, noting the reason for their unavailability, provided there is no 
evidence to suggest that the person would object to being named as author 
7.  Data storage 
The original data for this project are stored in the following locations. (The locations must be within an 
appropriate institutional setting. If the executive author is a Deakin staff member and data are stored outside 
Deakin University, permission for this must be given by the Head of Academic Unit within which the executive 
author is based.) 
Data format Storage Location Date 
lodged 
Name of custodian if other 
than the executive author 
Electronic information (audio files, word 
document transcriptions, data files) 
Secure Deakin University 
server. External hard drive 
backup stored in locked filing 
cabinet at Deakin University 
20/6/16 Meaghan Danby 
Paper-based information  A locked filing cabinet at 
Deakin University 
20/6/16 Meaghan Danby 
This form must be retained by the executive author, within the school or institute in which they are based. If 
the publication is to be included as part of an HDR thesis, a copy of this form must be included in the thesis 
with the publication. 
Meaghan Danby PhD Dissertation xi 
Authorship Statement Three 
1.  Details of publication and executive author 
Title of Publication Publication details
Children’s reasoning about which episode of a repeated event is best 
remembered   
Danby, M. C., Brubacher S. P., 
Sharman, S. J., Powell, M. B., 
Roberts, K. P. (under review). 
Children’s reasoning about which 
episode of a repeated event is best 
remembered   
Name of executive author School/Institute/Division if based 
at Deakin; Organisation and 
address if non-Deakin 
Email or phone 
Meaghan Danby Centre for Investigative 
Interviewing, School of Psychology 
meaghan.danby@deakin.edu.au 
2.  Inclusion of publication in a thesis 
Is it intended to include this publication in a higher degree 
by research (HDR) thesis? 
Yes / No 
 
 
If Yes, please complete Section 3 
If No, go straight to Section 4. 
3.  HDR thesis author’s declaration 
Name of HDR thesis author if 
different from above. (If the same, 
write “as above”) 
School/Institute/Division if based at 
Deakin 
Thesis title 
 
As above Centre for Investigative Interviewing, School of Psychology 
Examining interview techniques to 
assist children’s recall of repeated 
events 
If there are multiple authors, give a full description of HDR thesis author’s contribution to the publication (for 
example, how much did you contribute to the conception of the project, the design of methodology or 
experimental protocol, data collection, analysis, drafting the manuscript, revising it critically for important 
intellectual content, etc.) 
Overall Miss Danby completed approximately 80% of the work for this paper. This work included the following 
tasks: conceptualising the paper, collecting all the data (interviews), transcribing 40% of the interviews, coding all 
of the data, analysing the data, drafting the manuscript, and incorporating all revisions into manuscript.  
I declare that the above is an accurate description of 
my contribution to this paper, and the contributions of 
other authors are as described below. 
Signature 
and date 
18/4/2016 
4.  Description of all author contributions 
Name and affiliation of author  Contribution(s) (for example,  conception of the project, design of 
methodology or experimental protocol, data collection, analysis, drafting 
the manuscript, revising it critically for important intellectual content, etc.) 
Meaghan Danby 
Centre for Investigative 
Interviewing, Deakin University  
See above for description of contribution. 
Sonja Brubacher 
Centre for Investigative 
Interviewing, Deakin University  
Designed experiment protocol, assisted in data analysis, gave feedback and 
revisions on drafts. 
Stef Sharman
Centre for Investigative 
Interviewing, Deakin University  
Gave feedback and revisions on drafts. 
Martine Powell 
Centre for Investigative 
Interviewing, Deakin University  
Gave feedback and revisions on drafts. 
Kim Roberts 
Wilfred Laurier University
Gave feedback and revisions on drafts. 
Meaghan Danby PhD Dissertation xii 
5.  Author Declarations 
I agree to be named as one of the authors of this work, and confirm:  
xi. that I have met the authorship criteria set out in the Deakin University Research Conduct Policy, 
xii. that there are no other authors according to these criteria, 
xiii. that the description in Section 4 of my contribution(s) to this publication is accurate,  
xiv. that the data on which these findings are based are stored as set out in Section 7 below. 
If this work is to form part of an HDR thesis as described in Sections 2 and 3, I further  
xv. consent to the incorporation of the publication into the candidate’s HDR thesis submitted to 
Deakin University and, if the higher degree is awarded, the subsequent publication of the thesis 
by the university (subject to relevant Copyright provisions).   
Name of author Signature* Date 
Miss Meaghan Danby  
 
18/4/2016 
Dr. Sonja Brubacher 
 
6/6/2016 
Dr. Stefanie Sharman  
 
 
6 June 2016 
Prof. Martine Powell 
 
 
6 June 2016 
Dr. Kim Roberts 
 
 
 
 
22/4/2016 
6.  Other contributor declarations 
I agree to be named as a non-author contributor to this work. 
Name and affiliation of contributor Contribution Signature* and date 
N/A   
* If an author or contributor is unavailable or otherwise unable to sign the statement of authorship, the Head 
of Academic Unit may sign on their behalf, noting the reason for their unavailability, provided there is no 
evidence to suggest that the person would object to being named as author 
7.  Data storage 
The original data for this project are stored in the following locations. (The locations must be within an 
appropriate institutional setting. If the executive author is a Deakin staff member and data are stored outside 
Deakin University, permission for this must be given by the Head of Academic Unit within which the executive 
author is based.) 
Data format Storage Location Date 
lodged 
Name of custodian if other 
than the executive author 
Electronic information (audio files, word 
document transcriptions, data files) 
Secure Deakin University 
server. External hard drive 
backup stored in locked filing 
cabinet at Deakin University 
20/6/16 Meaghan Danby 
Paper-based information  A locked filing cabinet at 
Deakin University 
20/6/16 Meaghan Danby 
This form must be retained by the executive author, within the school or institute in which they are based. If 
the publication is to be included as part of an HDR thesis, a copy of this form must be included in the thesis 
with the publication. 
Meaghan Danby PhD Dissertation xiii 
Authorship Statement Four 
1.  Details of publication and executive author 
Title of Publication Publication details
Differential Effects of General versus Cued Invitations on Children’s 
Reports of a Repeated Event Episode 
Danby, M. C., Sharman, S. J., 
Brubacher S. P., Powell, M. B., 
Roberts, K. P. (under review). 
Differential Effects of General versus 
Cued Invitations on Children’s 
Reports of a Repeated Event 
Name of executive author School/Institute/Division if based 
at Deakin; Organisation and 
address if non-Deakin 
Email or phone 
Meaghan Danby Centre for Investigative 
Interviewing, School of Psychology 
meaghan.danby@deakin.edu.au 
2.  Inclusion of publication in a thesis 
Is it intended to include this publication in a higher degree 
by research (HDR) thesis? 
Yes / No 
 
 
If Yes, please complete Section 3 
If No, go straight to Section 4. 
3.  HDR thesis author’s declaration 
Name of HDR thesis author if 
different from above. (If the same, 
write “as above”) 
School/Institute/Division if based at 
Deakin 
Thesis title 
 
As above 
Centre for Investigative 
Interviewing, School of Psychology 
Examining interview techniques to 
assist children’s recall of repeated 
events 
If there are multiple authors, give a full description of HDR thesis author’s contribution to the publication (for 
example, how much did you contribute to the conception of the project, the design of methodology or 
experimental protocol, data collection, analysis, drafting the manuscript, revising it critically for important 
intellectual content, etc.) 
Overall Miss Danby completed approximately 80% of the work for this paper. This work included the following 
tasks: collecting all the data (interviews), transcribing 50% of the interviews, coding the data, analysing the data, 
drafting the manuscript, and incorporating all revisions into manuscript.  
I declare that the above is an accurate description of 
my contribution to this paper, and the contributions of 
other authors are as described below. 
Signature 
and date 
18/4/2016 
4.  Description of all author contributions 
Name and affiliation of author  Contribution(s) (for example,  conception of the project, design of 
methodology or experimental protocol, data collection, analysis, drafting 
the manuscript, revising it critically for important intellectual content, etc.) 
Meaghan Danby 
Centre for Investigative 
Interviewing, Deakin University  
See above for description of contribution. 
Stef Sharman
Centre for Investigative 
Interviewing, Deakin University  
Conceptualised the experiment, assisted in data analysis and gave feedback 
and revisions on drafts. 
Sonja Brubacher 
Centre for Investigative 
Interviewing, Deakin University  
Assisted in data analysis, gave feedback and revisions on drafts. 
Martine Powell 
Centre for Investigative 
Interviewing, Deakin University  
Gave feedback and revisions on drafts. 
Kim Roberts 
Wilfred Laurier University
Gave feedback and revisions on drafts. 
Meaghan Danby PhD Dissertation xiv 
5.  Author Declarations 
I agree to be named as one of the authors of this work, and confirm:  
xvi. that I have met the authorship criteria set out in the Deakin University Research Conduct Policy, 
xvii. that there are no other authors according to these criteria, 
xviii. that the description in Section 4 of my contribution(s) to this publication is accurate,  
xix. that the data on which these findings are based are stored as set out in Section 7 below. 
If this work is to form part of an HDR thesis as described in Sections 2 and 3, I further  
xx. consent to the incorporation of the publication into the candidate’s HDR thesis submitted to 
Deakin University and, if the higher degree is awarded, the subsequent publication of the thesis 
by the university (subject to relevant Copyright provisions).   
Name of author Signature* Date 
Miss Meaghan Danby  
 
18/4/2016 
Dr. Sonja Brubacher 
 
6/6/2016 
Dr. Stefanie Sharman  
 
6 June 2016 
Prof. Martine Powell 
 
 
6 June 2016 
Dr. Kim Roberts 
 
 
 
 
22/4/16 
6.  Other contributor declarations 
I agree to be named as a non-author contributor to this work. 
Name and affiliation of contributor Contribution Signature* and date 
N/A   
* If an author or contributor is unavailable or otherwise unable to sign the statement of authorship, the Head 
of Academic Unit may sign on their behalf, noting the reason for their unavailability, provided there is no 
evidence to suggest that the person would object to being named as author 
7.  Data storage 
The original data for this project are stored in the following locations. (The locations must be within an 
appropriate institutional setting. If the executive author is a Deakin staff member and data are stored outside 
Deakin University, permission for this must be given by the Head of Academic Unit within which the executive 
author is based.) 
Data format Storage Location Date 
lodged 
Name of custodian if other 
than the executive author 
Electronic information (audio files, word 
document transcriptions, data files) 
Secure Deakin University 
server. External hard drive 
backup stored in locked filing 
cabinet at Deakin University 
20/6/16 Meaghan Danby 
Paper-based information  A locked filing cabinet at 
Deakin University 
20/6/16 Meaghan Danby 
This form must be retained by the executive author, within the school or institute in which they are based. If 
the publication is to be included as part of an HDR thesis, a copy of this form must be included in the thesis 
with the publication.
Meaghan Danby PhD Dissertation xv 
Table of Contents
Acknowledgements................................................................................................................. iv
List of publications ................................................................................................................. vi
Authorship statements............................................................................................................ vii
Table of contents.................................................................................................................... xv
List of figures...................................................................................................................... xviii
List of tables.......................................................................................................................... xix
Abstract .................................................................................................................................. xx
CHAPTER 1 – INTRODUCTION .......................................................................................... 1
CHAPTER 2 – OVERVIEW OF THE THEORETICAL CONCEPTUALISATIONS OF 
REPEATED EVENT MEMORY............................................................................................ 6
Script theories .......................................................................................................................... 6
Fuzzy-trace theory ................................................................................................................. 10
The source-monitoring framework ........................................................................................ 12
Summary................................................................................................................................ 14
CHAPTER 3 – OVERVIEW OF THE STRUCTURE OF CHILD INTERVIEWS AND OF 
THE THESIS STUDIES........................................................................................................ 16
Introduction and ground rules................................................................................................ 16
Practice narrative ................................................................................................................... 18
Introducing the topic of concern ............................................................................................ 19
Discussing substantive topics ................................................................................................ 20
Further questioning and conclusion ....................................................................................... 21
Meaghan Danby PhD Dissertation xvi 
The current thesis................................................................................................................... 22
Summary................................................................................................................................ 27
CHAPTER 4 – THE EFFECTS OF PRACTICE ON CHILDREN’S ABILITY TO APPLY 
GROUND RULES IN A NARRATIVE INTERVIEW (STUDY 1) .................................... 28
Method ................................................................................................................................... 32
Results.................................................................................................................................... 35
Discussion .............................................................................................................................. 40
CHAPTER 5 – THE EFFECTS OF ONE VERSUS TWO EPISODICALLY-ORIENTED 
PRACTICE NARRATIVES ON CHILDREN’S REPORTS OF A REPEATED EVENT 
(STUDY 2)............................................................................................................................. 46
Method ................................................................................................................................... 51
Results.................................................................................................................................... 55
Discussion .............................................................................................................................. 59
CHAPTER 6 – CHILDREN’S REASONING ABOUT WHICH EPISODE OF A 
REPEATED EVNT IS BEST REMEMBERED (STUDY 3) ............................................... 64
Method ................................................................................................................................... 67
Results.................................................................................................................................... 72
Discussion .............................................................................................................................. 80
CHAPTER 7 – DIFFERENTIAL EFFECTS OF GENERAL VERSUS CUED 
INVITATIONS ON CHILDREN’S REPORTS OF A REPEATED EVENT EPISODE 
(STUDY 4)............................................................................................................................. 86
Meaghan Danby PhD Dissertation xvii 
Method ................................................................................................................................... 91
Results.................................................................................................................................... 95
Discussion ............................................................................................................................ 101
CHAPTER 8 – GENERAL DISCUSSION ......................................................................... 108
Summary of the main findings............................................................................................. 109
Positioning the research findings within the theoretical frameworks.................................. 112
Contributions to the extant literature on children’s recall of repeated events ..................... 118
Recommendations for practice and future research............................................................. 126
Final conclusions ................................................................................................................. 131
References............................................................................................................................ 133
Appendix.............................................................................................................................. 161
Meaghan Danby PhD Dissertation xviii 
List of Figures
Figure 5.1: Number of instantiations reported to the first substantive prompt and during 
episode reports, by practice condition and age ...................................................................... 58
Figure 6.1: Flow chart of methodology and children’s responses ......................................... 74
Figure 7.1: Number of details reported per general and cued prompt, by specificity-level and 
detail type............................................................................................................................... 97
Meaghan Danby PhD Dissertation xix 
List of Tables
Table 4.1: Means by practice condition of spontaneous ground rule use.............................. 36
Table 4.2: Distribution of responses to challenge questions by practice condition............... 38
Table 4.3: Correlations for age, spontaneous rule use, gender and practice condition.......... 39
Table 4.4: Logistic regression results for “don’t know” ground rule .................................... 39
Table 6.1: Response categories for children’s responses to the prompts “the time you 
remember best” and “another time”....................................................................................... 71
Table 6.2: Distribution of children’s responses to “the time you remember best” and “another 
time” by age group................................................................................................................. 75
Table 6.3: Distribution of children’s comprehension of “the time you remember best” by age 
group ...................................................................................................................................... 75
Table 6.4: Distribution of children’s ability to nominate an episode by age group............... 77
Meaghan Danby PhD Dissertation xx 
Abstract
Children’s encoding, storage and retrieval of experienced events differs for events that 
have been experienced repeatedly versus events experienced on a single occasion.  Children’s 
cognitive representations of repeated events lead them to recall what usually occurs during 
the event instead of what occurred during a given episode. This type of recall poses
challenges for investigative interviewers, who often require children to provide specific 
details about individual episodes from repeated events (e.g., individual occasions of ongoing 
abuse).  Numerous phased investigative interviewing protocols have been developed to assist 
interviewers to elicit children’s reports of experienced events. However, in light of the 
challenges posed by children’s memories for repeated events, there are further techniques that 
may assist children’s recall of individual episodes.  The aim of the current thesis was to test 
four different techniques expected to assist children’s recall of individual episodes at different 
phases of a child investigative interview.
Four studies that utilised laboratory-analogue designs are presented in this thesis. In 
each study, primary-school aged participants witnessed a staged repeated event in schools, 
and were subsequently interviewed about individual episodes of the event. Different 
interview techniques relevant to one of three phases of a child interview (the ground rules 
phase, the practice narrative phase, or the substantive phase) were manipulated and examined
for each study.  This methodology allowed the assessment of children’s accuracy (which 
cannot be evaluated in reports of non-staged events) and testing of techniques not currently 
utilised in investigative interviewing contexts.  
The purpose of Study 1 was to explore the optimal presentation of the ground rules 
phase of a child interview. Ground rules are conversational rules that explain to children how 
they are expected to behave during the interview. Specifically, the utility of providing 
children practice at applying the rules, rather than merely hearing them, prior to recalling
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individual episodes of a repeated event was tested with 260 children. At the commencement 
of interviews, all children were read three commonly used rules; half additionally received 
practice at applying them.  Children subsequently reported on individual episodes of a staged 
repeated event until their recall was exhausted, and were then posed challenge questions 
designed to test their application of the rules. It was found that practice assisted children to 
apply one simple ground rule (i.e., “If you don’t know an answer, just say ‘I don’t know’”)
during discussions of individual episodes from a repeated event and to the challenge question 
at the conclusion of their reports more so than merely hearing the rule. However, the practice 
provided did not influence children’s use of more cognitively complex rules compared to 
merely hearing them.
In Study 2, the effects of two subtly different practice narrative phases on children’s 
reports of a repeated event were examined.  In the early stages of their interviews, children (n
= 167) practiced recalling either one or two episodes from an unrelated autobiographical 
repeated event from their own lives (e.g., soccer practice). Older children who recalled two 
practice episodes subsequently reported more information about individual episodes of a
staged repeated event than children of the same age who recalled only one practice episode. 
Younger children were not affected by the different practice narrative conditions, likely due 
to their immature cognitive abilities. Overall, numerous similarities were seen in children’s 
reports across conditions, indicating that a practice narrative about one episode of an 
autobiographical repeated event may be sufficient to assist many children discussing repeated 
events in investigative interviews.
The purpose of Studies 3 and 4 was to examine techniques executable during the 
presentation of the substantive phase of a child interview (i.e., during discussions of key 
topics, such as abuse). In Study 3, children’s ability to nominate a well-remembered episode 
from a repeated event for discussion was explored. The interviewer prompted 177 children to 
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report on “the time you remember best” from a staged repeated event. Only 70 children were 
able to select an episode in response to this prompt. Older children were more likely to 
choose an episode than respond in any other manner, however younger children most 
frequently referred to their generalised cognitive representation (script) of what usually 
happened during the event rather than select an individual episode. Post-interview, the 
children were asked what they thought the phrase “the time you remember best” meant.  
Again, older children outperformed their younger counterparts as they could often provide a
reasonable explanation of the phrase, whereas younger children were more likely to admit 
that they did not know what the phrase meant.
In the substantive phases of best-practice interview protocols, interviewers are 
advised to utilise open-ended prompting to elicit children’s reports.  In Study 4, children’s (n
= 203) responses to two particular open-ended prompts, general and cued invitations, were 
compared. General invitations were broad in nature (e.g., “What else happened?”) while 
cued invitations probed about a pre-disclosed detail (e.g., “Tell me more about [pre-disclosed 
detail]).  During interviews, children were prompted about individual episodes of a staged 
repeated event using both prompt-types. General invitations were found to elicit the broad 
happenings of an individual episode, while cued invitations assisted children to provide more 
specific details about an episode.  Children were additionally more accurate when responding 
to cued (than general) invitations.
Overall, the results from the current thesis indicate that there are techniques available 
to interviewers to enhance the quantity and quality of information provided by children about 
individual episodes from a repeated event. Current findings refine knowledge of best-
practice methods utilised in interviewing protocols, making significant and unique 
contributions to the literature on repeated events.  Findings are positioned within the 
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theoretical conceptualisations of repeated event memory, and the implications for 
investigative interviewers are discussed.
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CHAPTER 1 – INTRODUCTION
Child abuse is a pervasive problem that affects millions of children across the globe
(World Health Organisation, 2014). Unfortunately, many children suffer abuse on multiple 
occasions (the Australian Institute of Health & Welfare [AIHW], 2015; Connolly & Read, 
2006; Lamb et al., 1997). For example, in published field research utilising children’s 
forensic interviews, 34 – 73%1 of children make multiple allegations (Christensen, Sharman, 
& Powell, 2016; Lamb et al., 1997; Malloy, Brubacher, & Lamb, 2011; Malloy, Lyon, &
Quas, 2007). However, any prevalence estimations may under-represent the true scope of the 
problem, given that child abuse often goes undetected or unreported (e.g., AIHW, 2015; 
Fergusson, Horwood, & Woodward, 2000; Lau, Liu, Yu, & Wong; 1999).  In cases in which 
reported abuse reaches court, corroborating physical evidence or testimony from other
witnesses is often absent (De Jong & Rose, 1991; Walsh, Jones, Cross, & Lippert, 2010). 
Accordingly, the victim’s testimony is often the primary (or only) form of evidence in a case.
As such, the quality of the investigative interview(s) conducted to elicit a child’s testimony is 
vital to the legal progression of a child abuse case. 
Completing investigative interviews with children who have experienced repeated 
abuse poses several challenges for interviewers.  First, repeatedly victimised children often 
experience developmental delays in many areas (Leslie, Gordon, Ganger, & Gist, 2002;
Naughton et al., 2013; Streeck-Fischer & van der Kolk, 2000).  For example, they have 
shown deficits in their social skills and awareness (Egeland & Farber, 1984; Wolfe, 1999), 
which may reduce their capacity to interact comfortably with an interviewer or may 
contribute to an attitude of distrust (e.g., Cole & Putnam, 1992). Repeatedly victimised 
children’s emotional and behavioural self-regulation is also often delayed (Streeck-Fischer & 
                                                          
1 Prevalence estimations are wide ranging because studies have examined different jurisdictions and utilised 
different data sources.
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van der Kolk, 2000; Wolfe, 1999), which may result in outbursts of aggressive or 
inappropriate behaviour during an interview (e.g., Canham, 2004). Furthermore, these 
children often show learning problems such as Attention Deficit and Hyperactivity Disorder 
(see Streeck-Fischer & van der Kolk, 2000 for a full explanation of the learning problems in 
chronically victimised children), and delays in speech and language fluency (Allen & Oliver, 
1982; Crosson-Tower, 2005; Lum, Powell, Timms, & Snow, 2015; Streeck-Fischer & van 
der Kolk, 2000). These difficulties pose further problems for interviewers, since children’s 
ability to concentrate during an interview and adequately describe their experiences may be 
reduced.  
A second challenge for interviewers of repeatedly victimised children relates to the 
emotional state of these children.  Research on the emotional effects of prolonged abuse in
children suggests there are two common, yet opposing, outcomes. First, repeated abuse may 
encourage children to “normalise” their experiences; this research suggests that their 
emotional symptoms decrease with an increasing number of episodes (Haugaard, 2004;
Sayfan, Mitchell, Goodman, Eisen, & Qin, 2008). Such findings suggest the development of 
learned helplessness, where children have learned that they have no control over their abuse
and may appear emotionally numb (Allen & Tarnowski, 1989; Kelley, 1986; Sanderson, 
2006).  In this instance, a lack of emotional display during discussions of abuse can reduce 
laypeople’s perceived credibility of children’s evidence (e.g., Myers, Redlich, Goodman, 
Prizmich, & Imwinkelried, 1999).
The second common outcome is that victims of repeated child abuse often suffer 
negative emotional complications (e.g., Friedrich, Urquiza, & Beilke, 1986; Putnam, 2003; 
Trickett, Noll, Reiffman, & Putnam, 2001). For example, Friedrich et al. (1986) found that 
suffering a higher number of abusive episodes was associated with a greater number of 
negative internalising behaviours such as feeling depressed, fearful and inhibited. Such 
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negative emotional responses to the abuse may impede children’s motivation to discuss their
abuse openly during an interview.  Indeed, research has shown that demonstrations of these 
emotions during an investigative interview (e.g., physically disengaging from the 
interviewer) have been related to children’s failure to disclose their abuse to the interviewer 
(Katz et al., 2012). Children are also susceptible to creating false memories for emotional, 
rather than neutral, information (Howe, Candel, Otgaar, Malone, & Wimmer, 2010; Otgaar, 
Candel, & Merkelbach, 2008). As a means to regulate negative emotions, children (and 
adults) sometimes encode and retrieve negative repeated events in an “overgeneral” style 
(Crane et al., 2014; Ono & Devilly, 2013; Valentino, Toth, & Cicchetti, 2009; Williams, 
1995).  The resulting overgeneral memory may reduce children’s ability to recall specific 
episodes. Instead, they may recall a generalised, prototypical memory of the overall event.
This overgeneral recall is problematic in investigative interviews, as children are often 
required to describe individual episodes of abuse with some degree of precision (S. v R.,
1989).
In several jurisdictions around the world, children alleging multiple incidents of 
abuse must “particularise” individual episodes of their abuse with a reasonable level of detail 
(e.g., the time, place, or some other specific detail) in order to successfully continue with 
legal proceedings (Powell, Roberts, & Guadagno, 2007; R. v B. [G.], 1990; S. v R., 1989). 
Even in jurisdictions that do not require particularisation, children’s credibility is increased 
when they can provide such episodic details (Burrows & Powell, 2013; Connolly, Price, 
Lavoie, & Gordon, 2008; Smith & Milne, 2011).  While negative events may be recalled in 
an overgeneral manner (Valentino et al., 2009; Williams, 1995), recalling individual episodes 
of abuse is additionally difficult due to a set of cognitive challenges posed by the nature of 
memory for repeated events. These cognitive challenges stem from the fact that repeated 
events are represented in memory in a qualitatively different manner to memories for single
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(non-repeated) events (see Roberts & Powell, 2001 for a review). The cognitive
representation of repeated events often causes children to confuse the episodes of abuse (e.g.,
Powell & Thomson, 1996), reducing their ability to accurately report the details specific to 
individual episodes. Children’s repeated event memory is also highly vulnerable to 
suggestions regarding the details that change across episodes, causing children to readily 
incorporate inaccurate details in their episode reports (Powell & Roberts, 2002; Powell, 
Roberts, Ceci, & Hembrooke, 1999; Price & Connolly, 2004).
In response to the outlined difficulties with particularisation, all Australian
jurisdictions have introduced offences of persistent or maintained abuse, negating 
requirements for children to particularise individual episodes (Australian Law Reform 
Commission [ALRC], 2010).  However, these offences are profoundly under-utilised at 
present due to the potential to oppress the rights of the accused (e.g., the accused is not given 
the opportunity to provide an alibi if particular dates and times are not required for the 
charge), judicial misinterpretation, and limitations of the legislation (e.g., changes in a child’s 
age – such as turning 18 years old – over the course of an abusive relationship change the 
nature of any offences) (ALRC, 2010). Furthermore, on an indictment at trial, a single count
of persistent or maintained abuse may encompass multiple criminal acts. Counts including 
multiple acts may be deemed duplicitous (e.g., R. v D.F., 2010), and a jury could vote to 
convict despite not agreeing a specific act was committed. Thus, eliciting details about 
individual episodes of abuse from children is current practice in Australia, despite alternative 
charge options. 
It is beyond the scope of this thesis to examine all the challenges that interviewers
face when questioning children about repeated abuse. Instead, this thesis will focus on the 
cognitive challenges for children involved in particularising episodes of abuse due to the 
nature of repeated event memory. Each of the four studies contained in this thesis tested
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interview procedures to assist children’s reporting of individual episodes from repeated 
events, with the ultimate aim of improving the quality and quantity of information provided 
in children’s reports. The next chapter (Chapter 2) provides a comprehensive review of the 
theoretical conceptualisations of repeated event memory, in order to elucidate children’s 
difficulties in recalling individual episodes and the typical errors children make in their 
reports. An explanation of the typical structure of child interviews (as dictated in 
investigative interviewing protocols) is provided in Chapter 3, along with an overview of the 
four studies contained in this thesis and the interviewing techniques examined in each.
Original research is presented in Chapters 4 through 7.  As the current dissertation is a thesis 
by publication, all original research appears as published, or as submitted for publication,
with the exception of minor word changes made to foster continuity throughout the thesis.
Finally, the research findings are summarised and their contributions to the repeated event 
literature are described in Chapter 8.
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CHAPTER 2 – OVERVIEW OF THE THEORETICAL CONCEPTUALISATIONS 
OF REPEATED EVENT MEMORY
Memories for repeated events (such as repeated abuse) are qualitatively different to 
memories for events experienced only once (see Roberts & Powell, 2001 for a review). The 
purpose of the current chapter is to present an overview of the theoretical conceptualisations 
of children’s repeated event memory. Three different theoretical frameworks have been 
proposed to explain children’s cognitive representations and operations for repeated events:
script theories, fuzzy-trace theory, and the source-monitoring framework. Script theories 
account for how children cognitively represent the stereotypical structure of a repeated event, 
and offer explanations about how such representations develop with repeated experience. 
Fuzzy-trace theory provides an alternative conceptualisation of children’s cognitive 
representations of events, and explains how errors in repeated event memory may occur. 
Finally, the source-monitoring framework offers a comprehensive account of the cognitive 
processes underlying the accurate recall of an individual episode of a repeated event, via 
explanation of different episodes as different “sources.” Each theoretical perspective is
described in turn.
Script theories
With repeated experience, children develop scripts for what usually happens during
an event (Hudson & Nelson, 1986; Schank & Abelson, 1977). Scripts are generalised 
cognitive representations that embody the stereotypical structure of an event, including the 
temporal order in which details occur (Bower, Black, & Turner, 1979; Shank & Abelson, 
1977).  Scripts have a hierarchical organisation in memory, such that they can be segmented 
into lower-level details or activities (Bower et al., 1979). For example, a script for a doctor’s 
appointment may be segmented into entering the medical clinic, checking-in at the reception 
desk, waiting to be called, seeing the doctor, paying the bill, and leaving. In turn, these 
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activities can be further segmented into lower-level events. For example, seeing the doctor 
may be broken down into being called by the doctor, following the doctor into his/her office, 
explaining the medical problem, listening to the doctor’s instructions, and leaving the 
doctor’s office. Some segments of the script may be essential (e.g., seeing the doctor), and 
some may be more loosely bound to the script (e.g., one may or may not have to pay a fee for 
the appointment) (Bower et al., 1979). With increasing experience at an event, the
corresponding script becomes more comprehensive, but also more adaptable to loosely bound 
alternatives.
The ability to create complete and flexible scripts increases with age (DeMarie, 
Norman, & Abshier, 2000; Hudson & Nelson, 1983). Children as young as 3 years old have 
demonstrated rudimentary scripts that incorporate the typical happenings of an event; yet 
their scripts are skeletal, and young children find it difficult to loosely bind alternative details 
(Fivush, Kuebli, & Clubb, 1992; Hudson, Fivush, & Kuebli, 1992; Nelson & Gruendel, 1986; 
Powell et al., 1999).  In contrast, older children’s scripts are more detailed (see Hudson et al., 
1992 for a review), and are better able to incorporate loosely bound alternatives such as 
conditionals (details or actions that only occur in some circumstances; e.g., if the waiting 
room is full, then there might be a lengthy wait before seeing the doctor), optionals (different 
details that may or may not occur; e.g., the doctor may or may not provide a prescription), 
and deviations (atypical details or actions; e.g., one’s usual doctor may be unavailable so a 
different doctor takes the appointment) into their event representations (DeMarie et al., 2000; 
Farrar & Goodman, 1992).  Despite older children’s superior incorporation of such details, all 
children are more susceptible to confusing these alternative details than typically-occurring 
ones (Connolly & Lindsay, 2001; Powell & Thomson, 1996).
Details that vary across episodes are often confused; children commonly mistake 
them as having occurred during the incorrect episode (Powell et al. 1999; Powell & 
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Thomson, 1996).  For example, Powell and colleagues (1999) interviewed 3- to 8-year-olds 
about the last episode of a classroom event in which they had participated on four occasions.
The activities consisted of details presented consistently in each episode (fixed details; e.g., 
children meet the same koala puppet each time) and details presented differently in each 
episode (variable details; e.g., children read a different story each time). Children reported 
almost all fixed details (96% of fixed details were reported) but less frequently reported 
variable details (only 35% of variable details were reported). Additionally, children made the 
most errors when recalling the final episode by reporting variable details experienced in other
episodes. Such “internal intrusion” errors (i.e., confusing experienced details across 
experienced episodes) have reliably been shown to characterise children’s repeated event 
memory, whereas “external intrusion” errors (i.e., incorporating non-experienced details into 
reports of an event) are reduced with repeated experience (Powell et al., 1999; Powell & 
Thomson, 1996).  Children are particularly prone to interviewer suggestions regarding 
variable details (Connolly & Lindsay, 2001; Powell, Roberts, Thomson, & Ceci, 2007).  This 
finding is consistent with script theories, which assert that repeated experience encourages 
children to rehearse their memories for the details that typically occur (fixed details), which 
strengthens these memories compared to memories for the details that do not typically occur 
(variable details) (Hudson, 1990; Schank & Abelson, 1977).
Repeated event research has also examined children’s memory for details that 
deviate from an event’s scripted structure (e.g., Brubacher, Glisic, Roberts, & Powell, 2011;
Farrar & Boyer-Pennington, 1999; Farrar & Goodman, 1992). In one such study, Farrar and 
Goodman (1992) interviewed 4- and 8-year-olds after they experienced a repeated event in
schools. The final episode of the event differed from the typical event structure, containing 
details that deviated from those typically experienced and a new activity (that had not been 
previously experienced). The younger children were more confused about which episode 
Meaghan Danby PhD Dissertation: CHAPTER 2 9 
contained the deviation activities, whereas the older children were better able to distinguish 
between standard episodes and the deviation episode, indicating that they were able to use 
their scripts to help them identify deviations from the typical happenings. Similarly, 
Brubacher, Glisic et al. (2011) examined children’s reports of repeated event episodes in 
which each episode included new, unexpected deviation details. In their study, children 
experienced a classroom activity session on four occasions. Each episode of the event 
included some typically-occurring details, to foster children’s development of a script for the 
event; however, each episode also contained new details that had never before been 
experienced (and would never occur again during the event). New details were accordingly 
not a part of children’s scripts for the event. Four- to 5-year-olds rarely reported new details,
whereas 7- to 8-year-olds were more likely than chance to report them, indicating that older 
children are better able to use their scripts to identify deviations from the typical happenings.
Further, children more accurately reported new details as occurring during the correct episode 
than variable details which more commonly suffered internal intrusion errors. 
More specific script theories can be used to explain children’s memory for details 
that differ from the typical event structure. For example, according to the Schema-
Confirmation Deployment Model (Farrar & Goodman, 1990; 1992), when children first 
experience an event, all the details are new and can be considered prospective script 
components. With further repetitions of the event and increasing experience with it, children 
are able to confirm the event elements that are typically-occurring (and those that are not) and 
integrate these event elements into their scripts. The script is then implemented 
(“deployed”), which frees up children’s cognitive resources to better recognise details that 
deviate from the script, as well as conditionals and optionals. 
Another script theory – the Script Pointer + Tag Hypothesis (Graesser, Gordon & 
Sawyer, 1979; Schank & Abelson, 1977) – proposes that memory representations for specific 
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experienced activities (such as a memory for an episode of a repeated event) contain a) a 
“pointer” to the script that is most relevant for that activity, and b) “tagged” details that are 
inconsistent with the content of that script. Details that deviate from those that typically 
occur (i.e., new details) are encoded as “tags” which are tied directly to the memory trace and 
are thus easier to recall. Script theories such as these models offer insight into children’s 
cognitive representations of repeated events and their script development; however, they do 
not explain how details may be confused, or outline the cognitive mechanisms involved in 
correctly recalling individual episodes.
Fuzzy-trace theory
Fuzzy-trace theory is a dual-process model of cognition, positing that experienced 
events are cognitively stored as two alternative representations: gist and verbatim traces 
(Brainerd & Reyna, 1990; 1998; 2004; 2015; Reyna & Brainerd, 1991; 1995).  Gist traces 
represent the overall meaning and interpretation of a general event (e.g., knowing that at 
soccer matches we play soccer against an opposing team), and verbatim traces represent 
actual experiences from the event, such as the specific happenings of a given episode (e.g., 
recalling that at the last soccer match the other team won).  Each trace is independently and 
simultaneously encoded: verbatim information comes directly from an experienced event, 
while gist information is added to experienced events by the rememberer (Brainerd & Reyna, 
2004; Reyna & Brainerd, 1995). These traces are separately stored in memory, and thus each 
is retrieved through dissociated pathways (Brainerd & Gordon, 1994; Brainerd & Reyna, 
1998; 2004).  
Although children’s verbatim and gist memory systems both improve as children 
grow older (see Brainerd & Reyna, 2004, for a review), children become increasingly prone 
to form and utilise gist traces with age (see Miller & Bjorkland, 1998, for a review). Older 
children demonstrate a superior ability to extract the gist from repeated events than their 
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younger counterparts (Odegard, Cooper, Lampien, Reyna, & Brainerd, 2009). In the first 
study of fuzzy-trace theory applications to repeated event memory, Odegard and colleagues 
had 5- to 12-year-olds participate in various activities during four birthday parties held for 
well-known fictional characters (from the Harry Potter and SpongeBob SquarePants 
franchises). Some activities were consistent with the theme of the party (e.g., drinking magic 
potions at Harry Potter’s party) and some were generic activities typically completed at 
birthday parties (e.g., eating cookies). Children 7 years and older demonstrated a superior 
ability to create gist traces, accurately recalling more theme-consistent than generic activities;
younger children equally recalled generic and theme-consistent activities, demonstrating no
such preference for gist information. Further, while the older children were more accurate at 
attributing details to the correct party, they were also more likely to make source errors in 
line with the theme of the party (e.g., attributing the game “octopus tag” to Patrick’s 
[SpongeBob SquarePants character] party when it actually happened at SpongeBob’s party). 
According to fuzzy trace theory, the source of an experienced detail (i.e., during
which episode it occurred) is encoded as part of the verbatim trace (Gerkens & Smith, 2004; 
Roberts, 2002). Verbatim traces are more susceptible to interference from children’s 
reasoning and to forgetting than gist traces, and thus can quickly become inaccessible in 
memory (Brainerd & Reyna, 1993; 2004; Reyna, 1995). Confusion about a detail’s source 
occurs when the correct verbatim trace is not retrieved, and/or an alternative verbatim trace 
for a different episode is retrieved (Roberts, 2002). Verbatim traces become inaccessible 
more quickly in younger (than older) children, increasing their likelihood of committing 
source errors (Ackerman, 1992; Reyna & Mills, 2007), such as confusing details across 
episodes of a repeated event. Other memory errors can occur when the rememberer 
reconstructs the to-be-remembered episode using their gist trace for the event, rather than 
their (less accessible) verbatim trace. This process may result in a different type of error –
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external intrusions – in which the rememberer recalls things that never occurred in any 
episode.  Indeed, false reports of inexperienced details are more likely to be gist-consistent, 
than gist-inconsistent (Brainerd & Reyna, 2004; Connolly & Price, 2006; Price, Connolly, & 
Gordon, 2006). 
Previously, researchers have drawn parallels between script theories and fuzzy-trace 
theory (e.g., Hudson & Mayhew, 2009). Both theories make similar predictions about 
children’s memory for an episode of a repeated event (i.e., that recalling the general event 
structure is easier than recalling a specific episode, and that knowledge of the underlying 
event structure can cause errors when recalling one episode). However, the notion of 
“scripts” and of “gist traces” are subtly different. While scripts focus on the stereotypical 
structure of an event and the temporal order in which details typically occur, gist traces are 
constructions of the underlying meaning of an event. Gist traces can thus include the 
relationships between experienced details (Brainerd & Gordon, 1994; Reyna & Kiernan, 
1994) and the interpretation of information (Lampinen, Copeland, & Neuschatz, 2001). Both 
script and fuzzy-trace theories, however, neglect any explanation of how children make 
judgements about the source of recalled details.
The source-monitoring framework
While script theories and fuzzy-trace theory provide descriptions of children’s 
cognitive representations of repeated events, they do not offer explanations about how 
children accurately (or inaccurately) recall individual episodes (i.e., how “internal intrusion
errors” – confusing details across episodes – arise; e.g., Powell & Thomson, 1996).  In 
contrast, the source-monitoring framework describes the mechanisms underlying accurate 
recall of the details that occurred in a particular episode. Source monitoring refers to 
decision-making processes employed at memory retrieval about the origin (or “source”) of 
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recalled information (e.g., deciding which episode included certain details; Johnson,
Hastroudi, & Lindsay, 1993). 
Within the framework, individual episodes of a repeated event are considered to be 
separate sources.  Memories for each episode (source) will vary in qualitative characteristics, 
such as the level of perceptual information (e.g., the vividness of recalled colours and 
sounds), semantic content, contextual information (e.g., the location or time of the event), 
affective information (e.g., one’s emotional state during the event), and cognitive operations
information (e.g., one’s thoughts and reasoning during an event) (Johnson et al., 1993; 
Roberts, 2000).  Source monitoring refers to the ability to use these characteristics to evaluate
the source of the recalled information (Johnson et al., 1993; Roberts, 2002).  For example, a 
child who experiences weekly art classes may decide that she painted a picture of a fruit bowl 
during the most recent art class since she can recall pouring the paints and completing the 
painting (high level of semantic content) and can vividly recall the image of the painting 
(high level of perceptual information). 
When children recall individual episodes of a repeated event, they need to make 
source decisions to determine which details occurred in which episode. However, deciding 
the correct source of recalled information is particularly difficult when sources are highly 
similar (Lindsay, Johnson, & Kwon, 1991; Roberts, 2002; Thierry & Pipe, 2009), such as 
episodes of a repeated event. Memories for individual episodes often share a high proportion 
of qualitative properties (e.g., ongoing child abuse may always occur in the same location, 
with the same person, and make the child feel the same way in each episode), causing 
difficulties in distinguishing between sources.  Improvements in the ability to correctly 
monitor sources occur with age; 3-year-old children have demonstrated simple source 
monitoring, but children aged 6 to 8 years old typically demonstrate steadier source
monitoring developments (see Roberts, 2002 and Schneider, 2015 for reviews).  For example, 
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in one study, Lindsay et al. (1991) found that while preschool age children engaged in 
effective source monitoring, their performance decreased when sources were highly similar, 
whereas older children and adults monitored the highly similar sources more effectively.  
When considering a repeated event, young children misattribute more details to incorrect 
episodes than their older counterparts (Powell et al., 1999; Powell & Thomson, 1996).  Older 
children’s ability to make more effective source decisions relies in part on their superior 
metacognitive knowledge (e.g., knowing that more recent memories are more vivid; see 
Roberts, 2002). 
Traditionally, source-monitoring literature has focused on distinguishing between 
only two different sources of information: memories for internally-generated events (e.g., 
imagined events) versus memories for externally-generated events (i.e., experienced events)
(e.g., Johnson & Foley, 1984; Johnson & Raye, 1981; Otgaar, Candel, Memon, &
Almerigogna, 2010). Other research applied the source-monitoring framework to 
distinguishing between memories for two externally-generated events (e.g., Ferguson, 
Hastroudi, & Johnson, 1992; Lindsay et al., 1991). For example, Lindsay and colleagues
(1991) had participants listen to spoken words coming from speakers positioned on their left 
and right sides, and were later asked to distinguish the source (left or right speaker) of 
particular words. More recently, numerous researchers investigating repeated event memory 
have credited children’s internal intrusion errors (i.e., confusing details across different 
external sources) to ineffective source monitoring (e.g., Connolly & Price, 2006; Roberts & 
Powell, 2001). While children can readily recall the content of repeated events, deciding 
which source (episode) contains particular details is a more difficult task.
Summary
Current understanding of children’s repeated event memory comes collectively from 
the three major theoretical perspectives discussed in this chapter.  Script theories explain how 
Meaghan Danby PhD Dissertation: CHAPTER 2 15 
children develop scripts from repeated experience for the stereotypical structure of events.  
Fuzzy-trace theory suggests that repeated events are cognitively represented via verbatim and 
gist traces, which lose accessibility at different rates and differentially contribute to memory 
errors.  Finally, the source-monitoring framework describes the mechanisms involved in 
people’s decisions about the source of their memories, where inaccurate source monitoring 
may lead to confusing experienced details across episodes (i.e., “internal intrusion errors”).
Each of these three theoretical frameworks contributes to our understanding of repeated event 
memory in unique ways to explain how children recall repeated events.
Based on these theoretical frameworks, interviewing techniques for children who 
had experienced repeated events were developed and tested in the four studies presented in 
this thesis. Each technique was expected to assist children in recalling individual episodes of 
a repeated event. Before describing these techniques, the current procedures for interviewing 
children are described in Chapter 3. At the end of this chapter, the techniques designed to 
improve children’s memories for repeated events are outlined, along with a description of the 
four studies in which they were tested. 
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CHAPTER 3 – OVERVIEW OF THE STRUCTURE OF CHILD INTERVIEWS AND 
OF THE THESIS STUDIES
Much research has investigated interviewing techniques designed to assist children’s 
accurate recall of events. Such research has led to the development of phased interview 
protocols (e.g., the National Institute of Child Health and Human Development [NICHD] 
protocol, Lamb, La Rooy, Malloy, & Katz, 2011; Ten step investigative interview, Lyon, 
2005; the Standard Interview Method–Child [SIM], Powell, 2014; the State of Michigan 
Forensic Interviewing protocol, 2011) to inform interviewers’ questioning procedures. 
Although there are a variety of interview protocols available worldwide, the underlying
structure and format of each protocol is similar (though the precise wording of some sections
may differ). All protocols dictate that child investigative interviews include several phases, 
typically presented in a similar sequence. These phases include: (i) Introduction and ground 
rules, (ii) Practice narrative, (iii) Introducing the topic of concern, (iv) Discussing substantive 
topics, (v) Follow-up questioning and closing. A description of each interview phase is 
provided below, followed by an overview of the studies comprised within this thesis. Each 
study tested a technique relevant to one interview phase, which was expected to assist 
children’s recall of repeated events by increasing the amount of specific information reported 
about individual episodes, and/or the accuracy (lack of internal intrusion errors) of the 
information reported. 
Introduction and ground rules
Interview protocols typically begin by instructing the interviewer to introduce him-
or herself to the child, and to state the time and date for evidential purposes. The interviewer 
is then advised to provide a series of conversational rules (referred to as “ground rules”),
which explain to children how they are expected to communicate during the interview (see 
Brubacher, Poole, & Dickinson, 2015, for a review of ground rule use). Ground rules are 
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arguably important because an investigative interview differs from typical adult-child 
interactions (Siegal, 1991; Steele, 2012). In a typical conversation, children tend to respond 
in a manner thought to please the adult (Poole & Lamb, 1998), and it is generally considered 
impolite for the child to correct the adult. Furthermore, children often fail to alert adults to 
misunderstandings (Markman, 1979; Waterman, Blades, & Spencer, 2000).  These 
conversational behaviours can result in children reporting inaccurate information when they 
are unsure of an answer (Hughes & Grieve, 1980; Poole & White, 1991) and acquiescing to 
interviewer suggestions (Toglia, Ross, Ceci, & Hembrooke, 1992). While usually 
inconsequential in typical adult-child conversations, these behaviours are problematic in 
investigative interviews that rely on children’s complete and accurate reports. Ground rules 
have thus been implemented in numerous protocols to minimise these problematic 
behaviours.
The number of rules provided, and the exact rules included, differ across protocols. 
Rules about not guessing (e.g., “If you don’t know an answer, say ‘I don’t know’”), alerting 
the interviewer to any miscomprehensions (e.g., “If you don’t understand, say ‘I don’t 
understand’”) or errors (e.g., “If I make a mistake, you should tell me”) are typically 
provided. However, additional rules may also be included, such as instructions to report as 
much information as possible (e.g., “Remember that I was not there when it happened. So tell 
me everything you remember, even the things you don’t think are important”) and to make 
accurate reports (e.g., “It’s important to only talk about things that really happened”).  In 
some protocols (e.g., NICHD protocol, Lamb et al., 2011; SIM protocol, Powell, 2014), 
interviewers are additionally instructed to provide children with practice at applying ground 
rules. For example, the NICHD protocol (Lamb et al., 2011) recommends that interviewers 
provide children with practice saying, “I don’t know” by asking, “If I ask you ‘What is my
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dog’s name?’ what would you say?” This practice allows children to demonstrate their 
understanding of the rules (Brubacher et al., 2015).
Practice narrative
After the introduction and ground rules phase, numerous protocols (e.g., NICHD
protocol, Lamb et al., 2011; Ten step investigative interview, Lyon, 2005; SIM protocol;
Powell, 2014) progress to a practice narrative phase (sometimes referred to as episodic 
memory training).  Here, protocols dictate that interviewers prompt children to provide a 
narrative about a recently experienced neutral or pleasant event (such as a recent birthday 
party, or swimming lesson).  The discussion of a neutral event allows the interviewer to build 
rapport with the child, and is expected to establish a relaxed and supportive environment 
(Lamb, Orbach, Hershkowitz, Esplin, & Horowitz, 2007; Roberts, Brubacher, Powell, &
Price, 2011). During an investigative interview, children may be reluctant to disclose
intimate or embarrassing substantive events with an adult (interviewer) they do not know 
well in a new or unfamiliar setting (e.g., children often failed to disclose genital touching in 
response to open-ended prompting by an unfamiliar interviewer; Saywitz, Goodman, 
Nicholas, & Moan, 1991). Further, Hershkowitz (2009) demonstrated that children’s 
responses are richer when they feel supported by an interviewer, and after they experience a 
short rapport-building session, than without these provisions. A practice narrative phase 
early in the interview has been one measure taken to build rapport and create a more 
comfortable environment for children in an interview.
In addition to increasing rapport, the practice narrative phase additionally provides
the interviewer with an opportunity to familiarise the child with the prompting style that will 
be adopted in substantive interview phases. Interview protocols stipulate that the prompting 
delivered during the child’s practice narrative should be mostly open-ended, in order to 
mimic the style of prompting that will be used later if the child discloses abuse (see 
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“Discussing substantive topics” below for an explanation of prompting about abuse).
Children who engage in an open-ended practice narrative phase provide a greater number of 
details during subsequent substantive discussions than children who engage in a practice 
narrative phase consisting of direct questions (i.e., focused questions that elicit one or two 
word responses; Sternberg et al., 1997), or who receive no practice phase at all (Price, 
Roberts, & Collins, 2013). Furthermore, children given open-ended practice report more 
accurate substantive information than children given a direct-question practice phase 
(Roberts, Lamb, & Sternberg, 2004).
A subset of the protocols that include a practice narrative phase stipulate that the 
discussed topic should be episodic (i.e., concerning an individual event or episode, such as 
what happened at the child’s last soccer game) rather than generic (i.e., concerning the typical 
happenings of an event series, such as what happens at every soccer game) (e.g., NICHD
protocol, Lamb et al., 2011; SIM protocol; Powell, 2014).  Practice recalling a specific 
episode familiarises children with reporting about an individual instance of an event to 
prepare them for describing specific episodes of abuse later in the interview. Indeed, recent 
research shows that children report more episodic information about substantive events 
following an episodic practice narrative phase than a generic practice narrative phase 
(Brubacher, Roberts, & Powell, 2011).
Introducing the topic of concern
Once a practice narrative has been elicited, protocols recommend that interviewers 
direct the conversation to substantive topics (for instance, abuse).  This direction occurs 
through the use of a statement to transition to the topic of concern (e.g., “Now that we know 
each other a little better, I want to talk about the reason that you are here today” in the State 
of Michigan Forensic Interviewing protocol, 2011) or by asking the child the topic of concern 
(e.g., “Tell me why I came to talk to you?” in the Ten step investigative interview, Lyon, 
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2005). In instances where children are unaware of the reason for an investigative interview, 
most protocols provide a series of interviewer questions aimed at assisting these children to 
identify the topic of concern (e.g., “Has anybody been bothering you?” in NICHD protocol,
Lamb et al., 2011; “I heard you saw a policeman last week. Tell me what you talked about” 
in the State of Michigan Forensic Interviewing protocol, 2011). Once the topic of concern 
has been identified, interviewers progress to discussing the substantive event.
Discussing substantive topics
During substantive discussions, all protocols instruct interviewers to establish the 
frequency of the abuse by asking, “Did [event] happen one time or more than one time?” 
Once interviewers know that there are multiple episodes to discuss, they are able to plan their
time with the child more effectively.  This knowledge also minimises interviewers’ 
misinterpretations of ambiguous statements about event frequency (such as “He gave me a 
lolly at the end, he always does that”). For children asserting that the abuse occurred on 
multiple occasions, their credibility is increased when they can provide episodic details about 
an individual episode (Burrows & Powell, 2013; Connolly et al., 2008), and legislation in 
some jurisdictions requires that individual episodes must be adequately particularised (see 
Chapter 1 for explanation of Australian legislative requirements). Accordingly, in cases of 
repeated abuse, many protocols advise interviewers to direct children’s recall to an individual 
episode by asking a non-leading open-ended question about a single episode such as the last 
time, the first time, or a well-remembered time (e.g., “Tell me about the last time” in the SIM
protocol, Powell, 2014; “Tell me about the time you remember the most” in Ten step 
investigative interview, Lyon, 2005). 
Once an episode has been nominated for discussion, protocols recommend that 
interviewers prompt children about each individual episode using open-ended prompts. 
Regardless of event frequency (i.e., a single incident or multiple episodes of abuse), 
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researchers agree that these prompts elicit the highest quality information from children 
(Brown & Lamb, 2015; Lamb, Orbach, Hershkowitz et al., 2007; Lamb, Orbach, Warren, 
Esplin, & Hershkowitz, 2007; Powell, Fisher, & Wright, 2005).  Open-ended prompts 
encourage detailed narrative responses without dictating the specific information to report 
(e.g., “Tell me everything that happened at [event] that time,” “What else happened?” and 
“Tell me more about the part where [pre-disclosed detail about episode]”; Snow, Powell, & 
Murfett, 2009).  These prompts have reliably been shown to elicit more detailed (Brown et 
al., 2013) and more accurate (Dent & Stephenson, 1979) information from children than 
specific questions (e.g., direct, yes/no, forced-choice; see Larsson & Lamb, 2009, for a
review). Once a child’s narrative for an episode has been exhausted, remaining episodes are
to be discussed in the same manner.
Follow-up questioning and conclusion
Following the exhaustion of children’s reports for each recalled episode, most 
protocols advise interviewers to ask any further questions and then conclude the interview. 
During this phase, follow-up specific questions may be asked, if required, about each episode 
the child has described.  Such questioning allows interviewers to elicit any forensically-
relevant information that may have been omitted from the child’s narrative (e.g., the identity 
of the offender), and/or to clarify any ambiguous comments the child has made. Most 
protocols advise open-ended prompting should be used to elicit this information wherever 
possible, but concede that sometimes specific questions are required to elicit the details 
necessary to charge a suspect (e.g., to confirm the identity of the offender, an interviewer 
might ask “You said it was Uncle Paul that touched your private. Do you have one or more 
than one Uncle Paul?”).  Once all forensically-relevant information has been elicited, 
protocols advise that interviewers conclude the interview by thanking children for their 
participation in the interview, and offering them the opportunity to ask any questions they 
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may have. Some protocols (e.g., the NICHD protocol, Lamb et al., 2011; SIM protocol,
Powell, 2014) further recommend interviewers talk briefly with children about an innocuous 
topic, in order to appease children after discussing unpleasant events.
The current thesis
Despite the development of research-based phased protocols to assist interviewers in 
eliciting plentiful and accurate information from child witnesses, prompting reports of 
individual episodes from a repeated substantive event is still challenging. There is currently 
no interview protocol exclusively designed to assist interviewers to elicit information from
children with repeated experience.  Children reporting on repeated events tend to recall what 
usually occurs during an event (instead of what occurred on an individual episode), and will 
often confuse details across episodes (see Chapter 2 for a description of repeated event 
memory processes). These issues are problematic in investigative interviews, where children 
are often required to discuss individual episodes of their abuse with a reasonable level of 
detail.  The aim of the current thesis was to test techniques expected to assist children’s recall 
of individual episodes of a repeated event implemented at various phases of a child 
investigative interview. This thesis contains four studies that each tested a different 
technique employable during a particular interview phase.
In each experimental study, children’s reports of individual episodes from an
innocuous repeated event were investigated. Like much previous research on child 
interviewing (e.g., Brubacher, Glisic et al., 2011; Connolly & Lindsay, 2001; Powell & 
Thomson, 1996), the studies comprised within this thesis were conducted in a laboratory 
analogue context. Laboratory analogue studies allow researchers to examine children’s 
responses during interviews about innocuous events that have been staged by the researchers.  
This design permits assessments of the accuracy of children’s reports (which cannot be 
gauged in reports of non-staged events) and allows for the testing of techniques not currently 
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utilised in forensic contexts. Laboratory studies are thus required to complement data from 
ecologically-valid field research examining forensic interviews.  The four studies within this 
thesis each used a laboratory analogue design in order to examine the effectiveness of
techniques not commonly used in forensic interviews on children’s accuracy.  A brief 
summary of each study within this thesis is provided below.
Study 1
The first study presented in this thesis tested the effectiveness of having children 
with repeated experience practice using each ground rule during the introduction and ground 
rules phase. Ground rules are intended to minimise children’s reports of inaccurate details 
(e.g., Mulder & Vrij, 1996; Nesbitt & Markham, 1999), and to prepare children for the 
unusual conversational requirements of the interview (Poole & Lamb, 1998). Achieving 
these benefits is particularly important for children reporting on repeated events (as opposed 
to events that occurred only once), since instances of a repeated event are often confused
(e.g., Powell & Thomson, 1996) and recalling instances episodically (rather than generically) 
is not intuitive (Fivush, 1984; Hudson & Nelson, 1986). Additionally, children with repeated 
experience are suggestible about details that differ across episodes (Connolly & Lindsay, 
2001; Price & Connolly, 2004), and may even create false memories in line with their scripts
for the event (Otgaar, Smeets, & Peters, 2012).  These vulnerabilities make rules about not 
acquiescing to interviewers (i.e., saying “I don’t know,” and correcting any interviewer 
mistakes) additionally important.
Despite their importance to children’s reports, and their widespread implementation 
in protocols, the efficacy of ground rules has been a matter of contention, in part due to 
diverse findings about their usefulness. Experiments comparing children who heard ground 
rules and a no-rules control group typically find weak to no differences between conditions 
(e.g., Ellis, Powell, Thomson, & Jones, 2003; Peterson & Grant, 2001). However, 
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experiments in which children hear and practice ground rules find heightened accuracy, or 
resistance to misinformation, compared to a no-rules control group (e.g., Gee, Gregory, & 
Pipe, 1999; Krackow & Lynn, 2010; Saywitz & Moan-Hardie, 1994). Providing children 
practice allows them to demonstrate their understanding of the rules and is hoped to provide 
them with the confidence to later apply the rules in substantive phases (Lyon, 2010; Saywitz, 
Camparo, & Romanoff, 2010).  However, Study 1 was the first experiment in which 
practicing ground rules versus merely hearing them was directly compared within the one 
sample. In this study, children’s ability to retain and apply the rules at the end of a high-
quality interview about episodes of a repeated event was tested.  
Children experienced four episodes of an innocuous repeated event and were 
interviewed about individual episodes.  At the commencement of the interviews, all children 
were read three commonly used ground rules; half the children additionally received practice 
at applying each rule. Children were then prompted in an open-ended manner about 
individual episodes of the repeated event until their recall was exhausted. At the conclusion 
of the interview, children’s continued adherence to each rule was examined via challenge 
questions designed to test children’s application of the rules.
Study 2
The effects of two different practice narrative phases on children’s substantive 
reports were examined in Study 2.  A key function of a practice narrative is to rehearse 
children in the conversational style that will follow in substantive phases.  Given that 
episodes of repeated substantive events should be discussed episodically, Brubacher, Roberts 
et al. (2011) examined the influence of having children provide an episodically-oriented 
practice narrative versus a generically-oriented one. The episodic practice narrative assisted 
5- to 8-year-olds with their episodic recall of substantive repeated event episodes more than a
generic practice narrative. Five- to 6-year-olds further benefitted when their episodic practice
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narrative concerned two episodes of an autobiographical repeated event, rather than a single
(non-repeated) event. These children provided more information about individual episodes of 
the substantive event, were more likely to disclose the frequency of the event, and referred to 
more differences across episodes of the repeated event. While these results are promising, it
was not explored whether recalling two practice episodes was necessary, or if similar results 
could be achieved with practice recalling only one episode from an autobiographical repeated 
event. 
In Study 2, the effects of an episodically-oriented practice narrative about one 
episode versus two episodes of an autobiographical repeated event from children’s own lives 
were compared on children’s subsequent reports of a repeated event. Children experienced a 
repeated staged event and were later interviewed. During interviews, half the children 
experienced a practice narrative concerning two episodes of an autobiographical repeated 
event (such as soccer practice or swimming lessons) while the remaining children practiced 
recalling a single episode of such an event. After their practice narrative, all children 
proceeded to recall individual episodes of the staged event. 
Study 3
The final two studies within this thesis each examined a different element of the 
discussions about substantive episodes. Study 3 explored children’s capacity to nominate a 
well-remembered episode from a repeated event for discussion. Some investigative
interviewing protocols guide interviewers to ask repeatedly victimised children to describe 
the specific details from a time that they “remember best” or “remember well” (see NICHD
protocol, Lamb et al., 2011; Ten step investigative interview, Lyon, 2005).  Giving children 
control over which episode to describe is assumed to yield detailed information by 
purportedly allowing children to report the episode deemed most memorable, yet this
assumption has no empirical basis. The aim of Study 3 was to describe children’s capacity to 
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nominate a well-remembered episode themselves, and to describe their decisions when 
choosing the episode.
Children aged 5 to 9 years old experienced an innocuous repeated event and were 
later interviewed about a well-remembered episode of the event. The interviewer asked 
children to recall “the time you remember best,” and then prompted them about their 
nominated episode with open-ended prompts until their recall was exhausted. Children were 
then instructed to recall “another time” during the event and were prompted in the same 
manner to allow for comparisons to be made with the best remembered episode. At the 
conclusion of their recalls, children were asked what they understood the phrase “time you 
remember best” to mean, and how they decided upon their nominated episode.  
Study 4
The final study examined the effects of different open-ended prompt-types 
commonly adopted during discussions of substantive episodes.  Previous research 
investigating interviewer questioning has distinguished different types of open-ended 
prompts (e.g., Feltis, Powell, Snow, & Hughes-Scholes, 2010; Lamb et al., 2003).  Study 4
examined two open-ended prompt-types established by Lamb and colleagues (Lamb et al., 
2003, Orbach & Lamb, 2000): general invitations (which are broad in nature; e.g., “What else 
happened?”, “Then what happened?”) and cued invitations (which prompt further about
previously disclosed information; e.g., “Earlier you mentioned [detail]. Tell me more about 
that”).  The extant literature on these prompts suggests that cued invitations in particular may 
be helpful to elicit important details from children (e.g., Feltis et al., 2010; Horowitz, 2009; 
Orbach & Lamb, 2000), and that children’s ability to provide information to both prompt-
types likely develops with age (Lamb et al., 2003).  However, most of this research was 
conducted as field studies, which prevents assessments of children’s accuracy; it has also 
focused on single (non-repeated) events.  Since repeated experience can cause children to 
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confuse details across episodes (Powell et al., 1999; Powell & Thomson, 1996), it is
necessary to examine how accurately children report episodes of a repeated event in response 
to each prompt-type.
Children experienced a repeated event in schools, and were later interviewed about 
two individual episodes of the event. The interviewer prompted the children about each 
episode in turn, exhausting their narratives for each episode via both cued and general 
invitations as required. The influence of each prompt-type on the nature of the information 
immediately elicited was examined, and interactions with age and interview delay were 
explored. 
Summary
Research demonstrating the techniques that assist children’s recall during an 
investigative interview has been used to integrate the best procedures into various phased 
protocols across the globe. The underlying structure of a child investigative interview is 
shared across all protocols. However, there are further techniques that may additionally
assist children’s recall, particularly in light of children’s memories for repeated events and 
the challenges these memories can pose for particularisation. The overall aim of the current 
thesis was to test four different techniques expected to assist children’s recall of individual 
episodes at three different phases of a child investigative interview. Each of the procedures 
was tested in one of four studies, which are presented in Chapters 4 – 7. Given that this is a 
thesis by publication, each study appears as it was published or as it was submitted for 
publication. A summary of the overall contributions of this thesis within the broader 
literature on repeated event memory, and investigative interview structuring is provided in 
Chapter 8. Further, Chapter 8 addresses the aims of this thesis and provides 
recommendations for future research.
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CHAPTER 4 – THE EFFECTS OF PRACTICE ON CHILDREN’S ABILITY TO 
APPLY GROUND RULES IN A NARRATIVE INTERVIEW (STUDY 1)2
Ground rules are conversational instructions that explain the unique expectations of 
the investigative interview to children.  Rules about not guessing (i.e., responding “don’t 
know”), and alerting the interviewer to communication failures, miscomprehensions, and 
errors are encouraged in best-practice interview guidelines so children know how to respond 
(e.g., see the National Institute of Child Health and Human Development [NICHD] protocol,
Lamb, La Rooy, Malloy, & Katz, 2011; Achieving Best Evidence, Ministry of Justice, 2011; 
Developmental Narrative Elaboration Interview, Saywitz & Camparo, 2013).  Providing 
ground rules can potentially minimise the risk of children reporting inaccurate details (e.g., 
Mulder & Vrij, 1996; Nesbitt & Markham, 1999), and prepare children for the unusual 
conversational requirements of the interview (Poole & Lamb, 1998).
It is important to make the conversational demands of the interview clear to children 
because a forensic interview differs significantly from typical adult-child interactions (Siegal, 
1991; Steele, 2012).  In a typical adult-child conversation, the adult tends to dominate the 
discussion, and the child tends to respond in a manner believed to please the adult (Poole & 
Lamb, 1998).  Furthermore, because children typically regard adults as authority figures, it is 
generally considered impolite for a child to correct an adult.  These conversational trends 
may contribute to children’s failure to state when they are unsure of an answer (Hughes & 
Grieve, 1980; Poole & White, 1991), and increase their acquiescence to adult suggestions 
(Toglia, Ross, Ceci, & Hembrooke, 1992).  These behaviours are problematic in an interview 
context as it is desirable for the child do the majority of the talking, and it is vital that he or 
                                                          
2 This study has been published, see: Danby, M. C., Brubacher, S. P., Sharman, S. J., & Powell, M. B. (2015). 
The effects of practice on children’s ability to apply ground rules in a narrative interview. Behavioral Sciences 
& Law, 33, 446 – 458. doi: 10.1002/bsl.2194
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she is not guessing the answers nor acquiescing to suggestions.  The implementation of 
ground rules has been one action taken to reduce these behaviours.
Despite their widespread implementation and importance, the efficacy of ground rules 
has been a matter of contention.  Some experts disagree over the placement of rules within 
the interview (e.g., as a discrete phase or only as needed), which rules to include, and even 
the value of using rules at all (see Brubacher, Poole, & Dickinson, 2015, for discussion).  For 
example, some research has shown that ground rules help reduce inaccuracies arising in 
children’s reports (Cordón, Saetermoe, & Goodman, 2005; Gee, Gregory, & Pipe, 1999; 
Righarts, O’Neill, & Zajac, 2013) and improve the quality of children’s responses (Teoh & 
Lamb, 2010).  Other studies have found the inclusion of ground rules to be of no benefit 
(Ellis, Powell, Thomson, & Jones, 2003; Geddie, Beer, Bartosik, & Wuensch, 2001; Peterson 
& Grant, 2001).  Some research has also suggested that delivering ground rules may inhibit 
children’s ability to provide a known answer; instead, children may become overcautious and 
opt to respond with “I don’t know” (Gee et al., 1999; Nesbitt & Markham, 1999; Saywitz &
Moan-Hardie, 1994).
One criticism of providing ground rules is that young children are not 
developmentally equipped to understand these instructions (Geddie et al., 2001; Yuille, 
Cooper, & Hervé, 2009). Recently Dickinson, Brubacher, and Poole (2015) explored this 
concern by analysing 4- to 12-year-old’s responses to practice questions requiring the 
application of commonly used ground rules (including the “don’t know” and “don’t 
understand” rules, and to correct any interviewer mistakes).  Children were read five ground 
rules along with a practice question for each rule.  For example: “One rule is that we don’t 
guess.  If I ask a question and you don’t know the answer, just say, ‘I don’t know.’  For 
example, what is my dog’s name?”  If children responded incorrectly on their first attempt, 
they were given additional practice.  Children’s ability to accurately respond to ground rule 
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practice questions improved markedly between ages 4 and 5, and 5 and 6.  By age 7, most 
children were able to respond accurately to all question types if extra effort was taken to 
practice the rules (i.e., several attempts) to help children answer appropriately.  Additional 
practice was often unnecessary for the “don’t know” question, suggesting this rule is 
straightforward for children of all ages to learn.  Questions requiring children to say “don’t 
understand” and to correct any interviewer mistakes were more challenging.  Although these 
results are promising for ground rule utilisation, Dickinson et al. did not examine whether 
children could retain the rules in their memories throughout an interview (and apply them as 
necessary) as children were only tested on their ability to apply the rules immediately after 
the rules were delivered.  
The extant literature on ground rules suggests that rules are more beneficial when 
interviewers practice them with children instead of merely stating them (see Brubacher et al., 
2015, for a review).  Typically, experiments in which children hear and practice ground rules 
find heightened accuracy, or resistance to misinformation, compared to a no-rules control 
group (e.g., Gee et al., 1999; Krackow & Lynn, 2010; Saywitz & Moan-Hardie, 1994).  
Experiments in which children only hear the rules without practice (compared to a no-rules 
control group) find weak to no differences across conditions (e.g., Ellis et al., 2003; Peterson 
& Grant, 2001).  Having children practice allows them to demonstrate their understanding of 
the rules and is hoped to provide them with the confidence to later employ the rules in 
substantive phases (Lyon, 2010; Saywitz, Camparo, & Romanoff, 2010).  In contrast, simply 
stating the ground rules may not be as effective.  However, no study to date has compared the 
effects of practicing ground rules against simply stating them. 
Ground rule efficacy has typically been evaluated by examining children’s brief (one or 
two word) responses to incomprehensible, complicated, or misleading questions (see, for 
example, Endres, Poggenpohl, & Erben, 1999; Nesbitt & Markham, 1999; Peterson & Grant, 
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2001; Saywitz, Snyder, & Nathanson, 1999).  In forensic situations, however, investigative 
interviewers are specifically trained to avoid such prompts and are instead taught to 
emphasise non-misleading open questions (such as “Tell me more about that part?” and 
“What happened next?”) which elicit lengthier, narrative responses (Lamb et al., 2011; 
Powell, 2013).  Minimal research has investigated whether ground rules still provide benefits 
over the duration of a narrative interview.  One exception is Krackow and Lynn’s (2010) 
study examining the effectiveness of Event Report Training, in which 4- to 8-year-olds had a 
lengthy free recall interview.  Their ground rules practice, however, was intensive (including 
very explicit instructions, modelling of the rules, and practice using them; see also Saywitz & 
Moan-Hardie, 1994).  Although these results are promising, such intensive rule training is not 
feasible in forensic interviews due to limited time.  Research has yet to determine if 
forensically appropriate practice of the ground rules (i.e., the type tested by Dickinson et al., 
2015), combined with a narrative interview, still produces evidence of ground rule 
effectiveness.
Current Study
The aim of the present study was to compare the effects of practice versus no practice 
of ground rules within the same sample and to determine whether children retain a memory 
for each rule such that they can accurately answer challenge questions embedded towards the 
end of a high-quality narrative interview.  Participants were children aged 5 to 9 years.  This 
age range was selected to encompass both younger children who have been previously shown 
to require extra support to benefit from ground rules, as well as older children who were able 
to answer ground rule practice questions accurately in a single attempt (Dickinson et al., 
2015).  Participants experienced a scripted classroom activity session repeated on four 
occasions and a subsequent interview about the sessions up to 2 weeks later.  All were 
provided with three ground rules (“don’t know,” “don’t understand,” and an instruction to 
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correct interviewer mistakes, hereafter referred to as “correct me”) prior to their narrative 
recall of the event.  Half also practiced the ground rules.  At the conclusion of the interview, 
all children were tested on their use of the rules.  It was expected that children who practiced 
the rules should be better at demonstrating the application of the “don’t know” rule at the end 
of the interview and should spontaneously use the rule more in their narrative reports of a 
repeated event.  Given the cognitive complexity of the “don’t understand” and “correct me” 
rules (see Dickinson et al., 2015, for discussion), it was expected that age in months would be 
a stronger predictor of children’s use and application of these rules than would practice 
condition. 
Method
Participants
A sample of 260 children (145 girls) was recruited from primary schools across 
Melbourne, Australia, and surrounding areas.  Children were aged 5 to 9 years old (M =
87.31 months [7.28 years], SD = 12.80).  Children’s parents gave informed consent, and 
children assented to participate in the study.  Four children were excluded as their interviews 
were terminated before ground rule use could be tested.  Approximately half the sample (74 
girls and 54 boys; average age 87.2 months [7.27 years]) was randomly allocated into the 
practice condition, and the remaining 130 children (71 girls; average age 87.4 months [7.28
years]) were placed in the no practice condition.
Materials
Children experienced a scripted classroom activity session (the Deakin Activities), 
which lasted approximately 25 minutes and was repeated on four occasions.  Each episode of 
the activities comprised 16 target memory items created specifically for research so that 
children would not have previous experience with them.  Items were always administered in 
the same temporal order and centred around six main activities: meeting a koala (puppet), 
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listening to a story, doing a puzzle, relaxing, getting refreshed, and receiving a surprise.  Each 
item had alternatives that varied according to a schedule (e.g., a different story each day).  
The activities consisted of props and events similar to those used in previous research (see 
Agnew, Powell, & Snow, 2006; Powell, Roberts, & Thomson, 2000; Powell & Thomson, 
1996, for further event details).  
Children were later interviewed about the Deakin Activities. At the commencement 
of the interview, all children were read three commonly used ground rules: “If you don’t 
know an answer, just say ‘I don’t know’”; “If you don’t understand a question, just say ‘I 
don’t understand’”; and “If I make a mistake, you should tell me.”  Half of the children were 
merely read these rules as instructions; the remaining children were given the opportunity to 
practice using the rules.  Practice questions were designed to test children’s use of a particular 
ground rule.  For example, immediately after hearing the “correct me” rule instruction, 
children in the practice condition were asked “So if I said ‘You ate ice-cream for breakfast 
this morning’ what would you say?”  If children provided an incorrect response to the target 
question (e.g., “Ice-cream is yummy”), the interviewer corrected their mistake, and provided 
them with up to two more attempts to answer the same target question until they adequately 
used the rule.  The number of attempts children required (1, 2, or 3) was not related to 
children’s response to the challenge questions, Ȥ2VpV$VVXFKSUDFWLFH
attempts will not be considered further.
During substantive interview phases, the interviewer prompted children to provide an 
exhaustive narrative account of two individual episodes from the Deakin Activities.
Interviewers utilised open-ended questions such as “Tell me everything that happened at the 
Deakin Activities that time,” “What else happened?” and “Earlier you said [X]. Tell me more 
about [X].” Following substantive phases, children’s adherence to the rules was tested. All 
children were asked three challenge questions, which differed from the practice questions, 
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and were presented in a randomised order.  Challenge questions tested children's likelihood 
of responding “I don't know,” “I don't understand,” and “you made a mistake.” Respectively, 
the questions asked children a) to write the name of the interviewer's cat on a drawing, b) if 
the child would like to do a floozle, and c) to retrieve a pencil from the interviewer's red 
pencil case (in clear sight; which was in fact blue).
Procedure
The research was approved by the university’s human research ethics board.  Trained 
research assistants conducted the Deakin Activities in schools with groups of 20 – 40
children, twice a week for a fortnight.  Teachers were present for the activities, but were 
requested not to discuss them with their students.  Individual face-to-face interviews were 
conducted with each child 3 – 14 days after the final episode of the activities by one female 
interviewer.  The interviews were audio recorded and transcribed verbatim.
Interviews commenced with the presentation of the three ground rules, and practice 
was provided for the experimental condition. After the ground rules, all interviews 
proceeded through a rapport-building and practice phase, and a narrative account of two 
episodes of the Deakin Activities (e.g., see Brubacher, Roberts, & Powell, 2011, for similar 
interview procedure).  Interviews lasted approximately 20 minutes.  At the conclusion of the 
narrative phase, children were assessed for their ability to apply each ground rule using the 
challenge questions.  Children’s responses to the challenge questions were coded as falling 
into one of three categories: (1) acquiescence (i.e., child accepted the interviewer’s question 
or did not signify any problems); (2) explicit use of the rule (i.e., child used the correct 
wording of the ground rule to reject the question, such as “I don’t understand”); (3) implicit 
use of the rule (i.e., child acknowledged a problem with the question [e.g., “huh, what’s 
that?” “um, you mean this one?” or “I’ll guess”] but did not explicitly use the ground rule). 
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Children’s spontaneous use of each ground rule throughout the practice and narrative 
phases of the interviews was also recorded.  Coders tallied explicit utterances of “I don’t 
know,” “I don’t understand,” and “You made a mistake” including acceptable alternative 
phrasings of each rule (e.g., “I’m not sure” was accepted as “I don’t know,” “I don’t get that/I 
don’t know what that means” were accepted as “I don’t understand,” and “That’s not 
right/That’s wrong” were accepted as correcting the interviewer’s mistakes).  The accuracy of 
children’s accounts of two episodes of the Deakin Activities was also recorded.  Consistent 
with past research on repeated events, very few children actually confabulated information 
(see Brubacher, Powell, & Roberts, 2014, for a review).  Instead, errors were primarily due to 
children confusing details across episodes (e.g., children reporting they completed a puzzle in 
the first session of the Deakin Activities, when they really completed the puzzle on the 
second session of the activities).  Accordingly, accuracy scores were computed by recording 
the proportion of the 16 target memory items correctly attributed by the child, per episode,
and calculated an average accuracy score across the two reported episodes.
All coders were blind to participant age and condition allocation, as well as to the 
hypotheses of the current study.  For reliability purposes, 20% of transcripts were double-
coded; 10% at the outset of coding, and an additional 10% in the latter stages to ensure coders 
maintained reliability.  Kappa ranged from 0.80 to 0.88 for categorical responses to each 
challenge question.  Inter-rater correlations for the number of times children spontaneously 
used each ground rule were also quite good, ranging from 0.88 to 0.98.  Any disagreements 
were resolved through discussion.  
Results
Preliminary Analyses
We first examined whether children in each practice condition varied in age or gender, 
and whether the delay (in days) between children witnessing the final episode of the activities 
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and their interview varied between conditions.  No differences in children’s age in months, 
t(258) = .11, p = .91, or in gender distribution, Ȥ2 (1) = .14, p = .71, were found across the two 
practice conditions.  Likewise, the two practice conditions did not differ in the average delay 
between the final episode of the activities and children’s interviews, t(258) = .71, p = .48.
Spontaneous use of ground rules
We next explored whether children’s spontaneous use of ground rules during the free 
recall phase of the interview differed across practice conditions.  Table 4.1 shows the means 
and ranges of children’s use of each rule, organised by practice condition.
Table 4.1
Means by practice condition of spontaneous ground rule uses
Practice (n = 130) No Practice (n = 130)
Range Range
Rule M SD Min Max n M SD Min Max n
Don’t Know 2.16 3.41 0 19 81 1.42 2.15 0 12 73
Don’t Understand 0.56 1.13 0 6 42 0.47 0.90 0 4 37
Correct Me 0.26 0.65 0 4 23 0.22 0.55 0 3 23
Note: Means and standard deviations are derived from the whole sample per practice 
condition. The column n refers to the number of children who spontaneously used the rule at 
all (at least once).
Three analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) tests were conducted – one for each rule –
to assess the effects of practice on children’s spontaneous rule use. Gender and practice 
condition were each entered as categorical variables, each with two levels, and age in months 
was entered as a continuous variable (covariate).  There was a significant difference in 
spontaneous use of “don’t know” for children who practiced the rules versus no practice 
condition, F(1, 255) = 4.94, p = .03, Șp2 = .02.  Age in months was also a significant predictor 
of children’s likelihood to use the “don’t know” rule, F(1, 255) = 6.98, p = .01, Șp2 = .03.  
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There was a small negative correlation: as age increased, children were less likely to say “I 
don’t know”, r = -0.16, p < .01. No other effects were significant for the “don’t know” rule, 
FVpV
For the “correct me” rule, the ANCOVA revealed that only gender significantly 
predicted children’s spontaneous use of the rule, F(1, 255) = 9.26, p = .02, Șp2 = .04, all other 
FV ps  A t-test revealed that boys (M = 0.37, SD = 0.77) were more likely to 
correct the interviewer than girls (M = 0.14, SD = 0.39), t(159) = 2.78, p < .01, Cohen’s d =
0.37.  Finally, for the “don’t understand” rule ANCOVA there were no significant effects, Fs
ps 
Given the significant predictors for the “don’t know” and “correct me” ANCOVAs, 
we examined whether children’s narrative accounts of the repeated event varied in accuracy 
according to these predictors.  There was no significant difference in the proportion of details 
accurately reported about a specific episode of the activities by children in the practice 
condition (M = .13, SD = .09) and no practice condition (M = .14, SD = .09), t(258) = .56, p =
.58, or between boys (M = .13, SD = .08) and girls (M = .15, SD = .09), t(258) = 1.88, p = .06.  
However there was a significant relation between children’s age and their accuracy: as age 
increased so did the proportion of accurate details reported, r = .43, p < .01.  
Responses to ground rule challenge questions
To determine whether children retained their memories for the ground rules, we 
examined their responses to the challenge questions embedded at the end of the interview. 
Table 4.2 shows the distribution of responses (acquiescence, implicit rule use, and explicit 
rule use) that children gave for each challenge question.
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Table 4.2
Distribution of responses to challenge questions by practice condition
Type of Response
Practice (n = 130) No Practice (n = 130)
Rule Acquiesce
Implicit 
Use
Explicit 
Use
Acquiesce
Implicit 
Use
Explicit 
Use 
Don’t Know
15
(11.5%)
33
(25.4%)
82
(63.1%)
45
(34.6%)
62
(47.7%)
23
(17.7%)
Don’t 
Understand 
72
(55.4%)
10
(7.7%)
48
(36.9%)
77
(59.2%)
8
(6.2%)
45
(34.6%)
Correct Me
73
(56.2%)
43
(33.1%)
14
(10.8%)
78
(60.0%)
44
(33.8%)
8
(6.2%)
Note: Percentages are given as proportions of each practice condition. 
For each rule, a multinomial logistic regression3 was conducted to assess whether 
practice significantly predicted children’s responses to the challenge questions.  For each 
regression, age in months, gender, practice condition, and the number of times children used 
the given rule spontaneously were entered as predictors of the three response types.  Table 
4.3 shows the correlation values between all independent variables included in the 
regressions.  The “acquiescence” response category was used as the reference group for each 
analysis. 
For the “don’t know” rule, practice significantly predicted whether children were 
more likely to explicitly use the rule in response to a challenge question rather than 
acquiesce, Ȥ2 (8, N = 260) = 65.33, p < .001, Nagelkerke R2 = .25 (Table 4.4).  As expected, 
WKHRQO\VLJQLILFDQWSUHGLFWRUZDVZKHWKHURUQRWWKHUXOHVZHUHSUDFWLFHG:DOGȤ2 (1) = 
37.72, p < .001.  Children who practiced were over 10 times more likely to explicitly use the 
                                                          
3 Baseline regression models conducted for each rule demonstrated that age and gender alone did not 
significantly predict children’s responses to each challenge question, Ȥ2s < 4.73, ps > .32.
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“don’t know” rule (vs. acquiescing) when asked a challenge question than children who did 
not practice the ground rules.  Practice did not significantly predict implicit rule use.
Table 4.3
Correlations for age, spontaneous rule use, gender and practice condition
1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6.
1. Age in Months 1.00
2. Spontaneous “Don’t Know” use -0.12 1.00
3. Spontaneous “Don’t Understand” use 0.09 0.01 1.00
4. Spontaneous “Correct Me” use -0.09 0.09 0.11 1.00
5. Gender -0.03 -0.09 -0.07 -0.18** 1.00
6. Practice condition -0.01 0.13* 0.05 0.03 0.02 1.00
Note: Spearman’s rho correlations computed for variables 1 – 4, Point-biserial correlations 
computed for variables 5 and 6, *p < .05, **p < .01
Table 4.4
Logistic regression results for “don’t know” ground rule
95% CI for Odds Ratio
B (SE) Lower Upper Odds Ratio
Implicit vs. Acquiesce 
Intercept 0.65 (1.21)
Age 0.01 (0.01) 0.98 1.03 1.01
Gender -0.53 (0.34) 0.31 1.14 0.59
Spontaneous Use -0.01 (0.07) 0.87 1.13 0.99
Rules Practiced -0.49 (0.37) 0.30 1.27 0.61
Explicit vs. Acquiesce
Intercept 0.60 (1.30)
Age 0.02 (0.02) 0.99 1.05 1.02
Gender -0.69 (0.36) 0.25 1.03 0.50
Spontaneous Use 0.03 (0.07) 0.91 1.18 1.04
Rules Practiced -2.38 (0.39)** 0.04 0.20 0.09
Note: **p < .001, R2 = .22 (Cox & 6QHOO1DJHONHUNH0RGHOȤ2 (8) = 65.33, p <
.001
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For the “don’t understand” rule, none of the predictors significantly predicted 
FKLOGUHQ¶VUHVSRQVHVȤ2 (8, N = 260) = 6.30, p = .61.  Similarly, for the “correct me” rule, 
none of the predictors VLJQLILFDQWO\SUHGLFWHGFKLOGUHQ¶VUHVSRQVHVȤ2 (8, N = 260) = 6.84, p =
.55.
Discussion
The current study demonstrated that requiring children to practice ground rules at the 
outset of an interview increased their spontaneous use of “don’t know” responses to open-
ended interviewer prompts.  Children who practiced were also more likely to explicitly use 
the “don’t know” rule at the conclusion of the interview in response to challenge questions 
than children who were not given the opportunity to practice. Practice did not affect 
children’s use of the “don’t understand” or “correct me” rules, either spontaneously in their 
narrative recalls or in response to the challenge questions.
The results of the current experiment are consistent with past research examining the 
“don’t know” rule.  Research has shown that practicing the rule discourages children 
guessing the answers (see Brubacher et al., 2015, for a review), and increases children’s 
“don’t know” responses (Gee et al., 1999; Nesbitt & Markham, 1999; Saywitz & Moan-
Hardie, 1994).  In a study investigating children’s ability to appropriately apply each rule, 
Dickinson et al. (2015) found that children were more easily able to use the “don’t know” 
rule relative to other ground rules, and at younger ages.  The authors suggested that children 
are familiar with using the phrase “don’t know” in their own lives, to avoid answering 
questions when answers do not easily come to mind.  When children practice this rule in an 
experimental situation, it likely reminds them of this conversational strategy and gives them 
permission to respond in this way during the interview.  The brief and simple practice 
provided in the current study was sufficient to fulfil this purpose and increased children’s use 
of the “don’t know” rule in response to the challenge question and throughout the interview. 
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The noted increase in “don’t know” responding throughout the narrative phase was likely 
strengthened by the interviewer’s reliance on good quality prompts (i.e., open questions) in 
the current study.  It has been demonstrated that children say “I don’t know” more often in 
response to recall than recognition questions (e.g., Waterman, Blades, & Spencer, 2001). 
Despite the fact that children who practiced the rules said “don’t know” more often 
than children who did not practice, the average accuracy of the children’s reports of 
individual episodes from the Deakin Activities did not differ across conditions.  It is possible 
that children who practiced this rule also said “don’t know” when they in fact did know the 
correct answers.  Similar research has also shown that simple practice may cause an 
overgeneralisation of “don’t know” responses; that is, practice decreased children’s rates of 
giving both incorrect responses and correct responses (Gee et al., 1999; Saywitz & Moan-
Hardie, 1994). Given younger children’s increased rate of spontaneous “don’t know” use in 
the current study, coupled with their reporting of fewer accurate details, it is likely 
overgeneralisation could be an issue for younger children.  The younger children’s 
overgeneralisation of the “don’t know” rule may have been further exacerbated by 
interviewer reliance on open questions, which are often difficult for younger children to 
answer (Davies, Westcott, & Horan, 2000).  Both Gee et al. (1999) and Saywitz and Moan-
Hardie (1994) were able to successfully curb children’s overuse of “don’t know” responses 
by adapting the “don’t know” rule to encourage children to respond if they did know the 
answer.  The results of the current study support this adaptation of the rule, particularly for 
younger children.  Brubacher (2015) recommended that interviewers might consider using an 
“if you do know” practice to segue into the narrative practice phase of the interview (e.g., “If 
I ask you a question and you do know the answer, you should tell me.  For example, if I say, 
‘Tell me about something fun you’ve done recently’”).   
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Although past research has demonstrated that asking children to practice the “correct 
me” and “don’t understand” rules was beneficial, this research required children to undergo 
intensive practice paradigms (e.g., Krackow & Lynn, 2010; Peters & Nunez, 1999; Saywitz 
& Moan-Hardie, 1994; Saywitz et al., 1999).  For example, to teach children the “correct me” 
rule, Saywitz and Moan-Hardie (1994) had 7-year-olds discuss acquiescence behaviours and 
learn more appropriate response strategies, such as self-statements like “I won’t go along. I’ll 
tell her she’s wrong.”  Children were also provided with flash cards and feedback on their 
responses, and practiced the strategies prior to the interview.  Similarly, Saywitz et al. (1999) 
trained 6- to 8-year-olds to use the “don’t understand” rule by showing video demonstrations 
of negative consequences from failing to utilise the rule, teaching them to recognise
confusing interviewer prompts, giving them practice explicitly saying “I don’t understand,” 
and providing them with feedback on their performance.  These procedures reduced 
acquiescence to misleading questions (Saywitz & Moan-Hardie, 1994), and increased the 
frequency with which children asked a question to be rephrased (Saywitz et al., 1999).  Such 
intensive training strategies are unsuitable for investigative interviews, in which the limited 
interview time focuses on the abusive incidents. 
It is likely that the “don’t understand” and “correct me” rules require more intensive 
practice strategies because of their cognitive complexity.  To apply these rules, children must 
first realise that they have not understood something or that the interviewer has made a 
mistake; to do this they must compare the contentious aspect of the prompt to their own 
knowledge base (see Brubacher et al., 2015, for discussion).  The metacognitive skills 
required for these tasks (such as monitoring personal knowledge and memory processes, and 
using that knowledge to alert an interviewer to problems) develop through the primary school 
years (e.g., Fritz, Howie, & Kleitman, 2010).  Although the older children in the current 
sample (7- to 9-year-olds) have begun to develop these skills, they are still fallible (e.g., see 
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London, Bruck, Poole, & Melnyk, 2011; Markman, 1979).  In the current study, children 
were able to apply the rules to practice questions that immediately followed the explicit rule 
instructions.  In contrast, applying the rules to the challenge questions at the end of the
interview about multiple event episodes may prove a more difficult cognitive task.  Because 
no explicit instructions were given at the time of the challenge questions, children had to 
monitor the interviewer’s questions and compare them to their own knowledge.  Additionally, 
failure to employ these rules throughout the interview may be exacerbated by the cognitive 
demands of recalling a repeated event, as children must juggle numerous cognitive tasks (i.e., 
following discussion shifts between episodes and making source decisions about which 
details matched which episodes, while continuously monitoring the interviewer’s prompts). 
In the current study, only a small proportion of children employed the “don’t 
understand” (32% of children who practiced, and 28% of children who did not practice) and 
“correct me” (18% of children who practiced, and 18% of children who didn’t practice) rules 
spontaneously throughout their interviews.  Previous research has similarly demonstrated that 
children rarely express miscomprehension (Carter, Bottoms, & Levine, 1996; Malloy, Katz, 
Lamb, & Mugno, 2015; Saywitz et al., 1999), and often neglect to correct interviewer 
mistakes (e.g., Roberts & Lamb, 1999).  The social demand characteristics of an interview 
(such as the pressure to respond to an adult interviewer) likely limit children’s willingness to 
alert the interviewer to problems (Ceci, Kulkofsky, Klemfuss, Sweeney, & Bruck, 2007; 
Toglia et al., 1992).  Social gender roles are likely to also be relevant to children’s likelihood 
of mentioning interviewer problems; as shown in the current study, boys were more likely to 
correct the (female) interviewer than girls (although the numbers of children who did so 
overall were low). Previous research has found that girls are more likely to acquiesce to 
interviewer suggestions than boys (McFarlane, Powell, & Dudgeon, 2002), supporting the 
notion that boys may be more likely to raise interviewer mistakes. 
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Limitations
The current research offers further support for providing children with a “don’t know” 
instruction and the opportunity to practice at the beginning of an investigative interview.  It 
also showed that briefly practicing the “don’t understand” and “correct me” rules may not be 
effective with primary-school aged children (Brubacher et al., 2015; Yuille et al., 2009).  
However, these results must be considered in light of several limitations.  First, it was beyond 
the scope of the research to include children over the age of 9.  Given the cognitive 
complexity of “correct me” and “don’t understand” rules, it is likely that simple practice of 
these rules will benefit older rather than younger children.  Second, the topic of the children’s 
interview was a set of pleasant repeated events.  It is not known whether the findings would 
generalise to situations in which children are questioned about negative events generally or 
abuse-related events specifically (repeated or otherwise).  However, field research provides 
no indication that children describing abusive incidents would benefit more from ground 
rules than children describing a pleasant event (e.g., Earhart, La Rooy, Brubacher, & Lamb, 
2014; Malloy et al., 2015).  Further, it is known that chronically maltreated children’s 
metacognition and other executive functions lag behind those of their non-maltreated peers 
(Danese & McEwen, 2012).  Because simple practice was unable to increase non-maltreated 
children’s use of “don’t understand” and “correct me” rules, it is not expected that this 
practice would increase use of the rules in maltreated children.
Future directions
Taken with existing research in the area, our findings for the “correct me” and 
“don’t understand” rules suggest that more intensive practice than is currently employed in 
interview guidelines is required to assist young children to apply them.  Despite extant 
research largely agreeing these rules are more beneficial when practiced, there has been no 
clarification of how intensive practice must be in order to benefit children.  Rule practice in 
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forensic interviews must be brief, since young children typically have limited attention spans 
and fatigue easily, yet are required to maintain attention long enough to discuss abuse-related 
incidents (Powell, Garry, & Brewer, 2009).  Until now, the practice strategies currently used 
in forensic interviews have not been assessed for “correct me” and “don’t understand” rules.  
Because the current study found simple practice questions were not effective for these rules, 
further research is required to determine the least intensive (and thus most forensically 
appropriate) practice regime that can still reliably assist children to utilise these rules. Studies 
comparing children who a) receive intensive strategies, b) receive less intensive (and more 
forensically appropriate) practice, and c) merely hear the rules without practice within the one 
sample would be useful to directly compare approaches. 
Conclusions
Ground rules are commonly used to assist children to provide accurate narrative 
information during an interview.  Practicing the rules prior to substantive interview phases is 
one technique typically found to increase children’s abilities to apply the rules (compared to 
when they have no exposure to the rules).  In the first study to directly compare practicing the 
rules to merely hearing the rules, we established that simple practice questions were sufficient 
to increase children’s use of the “don’t know” rule.  However, the results suggest that more 
intensive practice may be required for the “don’t understand” and “correct me” rules.  
Research into a practical practice strategy for these rules is needed.  
Meaghan Danby PhD Dissertation: CHAPTER 5 46 
CHAPTER 5 – THE EFFECTS OF ONE VERSUS TWO EPISODICALLY-
ORIENTED PRACTICE NARRATIVES ON CHILDREN’S REPORTS OF A 
REPEATED EVENT (STUDY 2)4
In recent years, much research has focused on assisting children to recall individual 
episodes of a repeated event (see Brubacher, Powell, & Roberts 2014, for a review).  This 
task is difficult because people tend to recall how events usually transpire, rather than 
episode-specific details (Fivush, Hudson, & Nelson, 1984).  In forensic settings, this 
tendency can be problematic when children are required to describe individual episodes of 
repeated offences in reasonable detail (e.g., the time, place, or context; Powell, Roberts, &
Guadagno, 2007; S v. R, 1989).  The provision of episodic details can also enhance the 
credibility of children’s testimony (Burrows & Powell, 2013; Connolly, Price, Lavoie, & 
Gordon, 2008).  One recent method found to assist children to recall individual episodes from 
repeated events is to provide them with practice of this task prior to substantive discussions 
(Brubacher, Roberts, & Powell, 2011).  
Pre-substantive practice narratives
Across the field of forensic interviewing there is broad consensus in encouraging 
children to provide a short practice narrative about an innocuous topic in the early stages of 
an interview (Newlin et al., 2015).  Providing a pre-substantive practice narrative has been 
shown to afford many benefits to child interviewees (see Roberts, Brubacher, Powell, & 
Price, 2011, for a review).  In addition to facilitating rapport, it provides an opportunity to 
familiarise the child with the structure of questions that they will be asked during substantive 
interview phases (i.e., open-ended questions; Price, Roberts, & Collins, 2013; Roberts, Lamb, 
& Sternberg, 2004; Sternberg et al., 1997).  Research has demonstrated that providing a 
                                                          
4 This paper has been submitted for publication and is currently under review, see: Danby, M. C., Brubacher S. 
P., Sharman, S. J., & Powell, M. B. (under review). The effects of one versus two episodically-oriented practice 
narratives on children’s reports of a repeated event.
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practice narrative about an innocuous topic increases the amount and accuracy of information 
children provide during subsequent substantive narratives (see Roberts et al., 2011).
The questioning used throughout a practice narrative has been found to influence 
children’s later reports of substantive topics.  Sternberg et al. (1997) examined 51 forensic 
interviews with 4- to 12-year-olds, in which interviewers delivered either open-ended (e.g., 
“Tell me all about the [Purim] celebration”) or direct (e.g., “How many rooms do you have in 
your house?”) prompts during practice.  When discussing substantive topics, children who 
had practiced answering open-ended questions provided two and a half times more 
information than children who practiced responding to direct questions.  Roberts et al. (2004) 
replicated Sternberg et al.’s work in a laboratory analog context to assess the influence of 
different practice questioning styles on children’s accuracy.  Three- to 9-year-olds 
experienced a scripted event and were later interviewed.  Interviews commenced with a 
rapport-building phase comprised of either open-ended prompts or direct questions.  In 
general, children who received open-ended prompting provided more accurate responses 
about the scripted event than children who had answered direct questions.  
Given children’s responsiveness to different questioning styles during practice 
narratives, Brubacher, Roberts et al. (2011) explored whether episodically-oriented practice 
would assist children with repeated experience to provide episodic (rather than generic) 
details about individual episodes.  Five- to 8-year-olds practiced recalling autobiographical 
information from (a) a single experience event, (b) two individual episodes of a repeated 
event, or (c) their generic representations of a repeated event (i.e., what usually happens).  
Immediately after, all children were interviewed about a classroom activity (that they had 
experienced once or repeatedly).  Children with repeated experience showed benefits of 
episodically-oriented practice.  Those who rehearsed recalling episodic information were 
more inclined to speak episodically when discussing the classroom repeated event than those 
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who practiced recalling generic information.  Benefits of practicing two episodes of a 
repeated event were especially pronounced among 5- to 6-year olds.  They provided more 
information about an individual episode without a loss in accuracy, were more likely to 
disclose that the event occurred multiple times, and referred to more differences between 
episodes, than children of the same age in other practice conditions.  The older children did 
not differ across either episodic practice condition, but used more episodic language in the 
substantive phase than older children in the generic condition.  The authors concluded that 
episodically-oriented practice helped children recall individual episodes from a repeated 
event; however, it was not addressed whether practice recalling two episodes of a repeated
event (as opposed to one episode) was required to facilitate the additional noted benefits. 
The cognitive support provided by episodically-oriented practice
With increasing event experience, generalised cognitive representations (i.e., scripts) 
of how the event usually occurs are formed (Hudson et al., 1992).  Scripts facilitate recall for 
what typically happens (Connolly & Lindsay, 2001; Hudson et al., 1992), but cause 
difficulties when attempting to retrieve individual episodes (Means & Loftus, 1991; Powell & 
Thomson, 1996).  Episodically-oriented practice likely focuses children on episodic details 
from individual episodes of a repeated event, instead of on their scripts.  Brubacher, Roberts 
et al.’s (2011) findings support this proposition, given that children with episodic practice 
spoke more episodically about substantive events (compared to children who practiced 
recalling their scripts).  Practice discussing individual episodes of a repeated event may 
encourage children to focus on the unique qualities of individual episodes instead of on what 
usually happens.  For example, 5- and 6-year-olds with such practice in Brubacher, Roberts et 
al. reported more differences between the episodes than children of the same age in other 
practice conditions. 
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Another challenge for children recalling episodes from a repeated event is accurately 
deciding which recalled details occurred during which episode.  Confusing details across 
episodes is the most common error children make following repeated experience (Powell, 
Roberts, Ceci, & Hembrooke, 1999; Powell & Thomson, 1996).  Further, source similarity 
(such as episodes of a repeated event) makes deciding the source of information particularly 
difficult (Lindsay, Johnson, & Kwon, 1991).  The source-monitoring framework (Johnson, 
Hashtroudi, & Lindsay, 1993) suggests that these errors may occur due to confusion at the 
time of memory retrieval about the origin of the recalled information. 
Source monitoring abilities develop with age (see Roberts, 2002), such that older 
children typically outperform younger children at discriminating similar sources of 
information (Drummey & Newcombe, 2002; Lindsay et al., 1991).  Older children have 
previously shown improvements in monitoring the source of information if they have been 
given an opportunity to first practice doing so (e.g., Poole & Lindsay, 2001; 2002).  In Poole 
and Lindsay’s experiments, practice monitoring sources assisted 7- and 8-year-olds (but not 
younger children) to omit non-experienced details from their reports of a laboratory event.  
Young children’s immature source monitoring abilities mean that their propensity to benefit 
from source monitoring practice is tenuous.  In contrast to Poole and Lindsay, Thierry and 
Spence (2002) were able to effectively practice preschoolers in source monitoring, but only 
after extensive training (to criterion levels).
Brubacher, Roberts et al. (2011) suggested that recalling episodes of a repeated event 
in practice serves source monitoring purposes.  When attempting to provide details about a 
specific time, children must internally consider the happenings of the discussed episode to 
other experienced episodes.  Practice in recalling a second episode activates the same 
cognitive mechanisms, but may more explicitly convey to children the need to consider the 
differences across individual times.  In Brubacher, Roberts et al.’s study, the extra support of 
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a second episodic practice was more beneficial to younger than older children, while for older 
children, both episodic conditions were more beneficial than practice reporting script details. 
Current Study
The goal of the current study was to determine whether two episodes of a repeated 
event must be practiced to confer benefits on substantive reports of repeated events, or 
whether practice in describing just one episode of a repeated event is enough.  Answering this 
question serves practical purposes, given concerns around limited attention spans and fatigue 
for young witnesses (Davies, Westcott, & Horan, 2000).  Five- to 9-year-olds experienced a 
laboratory repeated event and were interviewed the following week.  Interviewers first asked 
children to discuss either a) one individual episode, or b) two individual episodes of an 
autobiographical repeated event from their daily lives.  Then, interviewers asked children to 
recall two episodes of the laboratory event.  The amount and accuracy of children’s reported 
details were recorded, as were children’s mentions of event frequency and differences 
between episodes (as in Brubacher, Roberts et al., 2011).  
It was predicted that older children, and children in the two-episode practice 
condition, would report more episodic information about the activities than younger children, 
and children in the one-episode practice condition.  Further, we predicted an interaction, in 
that we expected the effect of condition to be more pronounced among the older than younger 
children.  At first glance, this prediction seems contrary to the findings of Brubacher, Roberts 
et al. (2011).  The practice conditions in Brubacher, Roberts et al.’s study, however, were 
cognitively more distinct from each other than those used in the current research.  Unlike 
episodic recall of two episodes, neither generic recall nor recall of a single experience event
provide any practice in comparing individual episodes of repeated events, source monitoring, 
or retrieving episodic information from script memories.  In contrast, both conditions in the 
current study encouraged practice in these cognitive tasks and condition differences are very 
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subtle.  Since the older children are more likely than the younger to engage in spontaneous 
source monitoring decisions, we predicted that only they would be sensitive to the additional 
practice implicitly provided by two episodes.  Finally, since both practice conditions 
comprised open-ended prompts (as opposed to other types), accuracy levels were not 
predicted to differ between practice conditions (Brubacher, Roberts et al., 2011; Roberts et al. 
2004).
Method
Participants
The final sample included 167 children aged 5 to 9 years old (93 girls, 74 boys) 
recruited from primary schools across Melbourne, Australia, and surrounding areas.  
Children’s parents gave informed consent and children assented to participate.  There were 64 
Grade 1s (Myears = 6.26, SD = 0.41), 53 Grade 2s (Myears = 7.42, SD = .30), and 50 Grade 3s 
(Myears = 8.65, SD = .55).  Approximately half the sample (n = 80; 28 Grade 1s, 24 Grade 2s, 
28 Grade 3s) was randomly allocated into the one-episode practice condition, and the 
remaining 87 children were placed in the two-episode practice condition, with the stipulation 
that age group and gender be as balanced as possible.  There were no differences in age or 
gender across practice conditions, Ȥ2VpV
Materials
Children participated in a 25 minute scripted activity session (the Deakin Activities) 
on four occasions.  Each episode comprised 16 target items administered in a fixed temporal 
order and centered around six main activities: meeting a puppet, listening to a story, doing a 
puzzle, relaxing, getting refreshed, and receiving a surprise.  The items were based on those 
successfully employed in previous repeated event research (e.g., Powell & Thomson, 1996;
Roberts et al., 2015).  
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In each episode of the Deakin Activities, the specific presentation of the memory 
items (i.e., the instantiation of the item) varied according to a schedule, so that each 
individual episode was somewhat different.  Four items had identical instantiations in each 
episode (e.g., children met the same puppet each time), nine items were present in all 
episodes but had different instantiations each time (e.g., children completed a different puzzle 
each time).  Additionally, there were three unique items per episode that did not appear any 
other time (e.g., children relaxed in only one episode).  Four counterbalanced versions of the 
events were created.  Children were randomly assigned to a counterbalanced version.  There 
were no significant differences in any of the dependent variables across counterbalanced 
versions, pV
Procedure
The research was approved by the university’s human research ethics board. Trained 
research assistants conducted the Deakin Activities in schools with groups of 20-40 children, 
twice a week for two weeks.  Teachers were requested not to discuss the activities with their 
students.  Individual interviews were conducted with each child 3 to 8 days after the final 
episode of the activities.  The delay (in days) between the final episode and the interview did 
not differ across practice conditions, t(165) = .77, p = .44, nor did it affect any of the 
dependent variables, pV
The interviewer began children’s narrative practice by asking them to nominate a fun 
activity in which they partake regularly.  If a child could not provide an activity, the 
interviewer assisted by directing him/her to an activity provided by the child’s guardian on 
the consent form (e.g., swimming lessons).  All children were then prompted for a free-
narrative report of one episode at their nominated activity, using open-ended prompts such as 
“Tell me everything that happened at [event] that time,” “What else happened?” and “Tell me 
more about the part where [pre-disclosed detail about episode].”  Once they could recall no 
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more, children in the two-episode practice condition were asked to recall another episode of 
their nominated event, and were prompted about it in the same open-ended manner until their 
recall was exhausted.  Children in the one-episode practice condition did not discuss a second 
episode of their nominated event, and were instead directed to discuss substantive issues 
immediately after recalling one episode. 
Once children’s practice narratives were concluded, the interviewer explained she 
was naïve about the Deakin Activities (“I wasn’t there when you did the Deakin Activities, 
but I’d really like to know what happened”), and asked the child to recall everything (s)he 
could about them.  Once children provided some information about the activities (verifying 
that they remembered them), the interviewer directly asked if the activities happened one
time or more than one time.  All children acknowledged the activities occurred multiple 
times.  The interviewer subsequently prompted children about an episode of the activities in 
an open-ended, non-suggestive manner until children’s narratives were exhausted.  All 
children were then prompted in the same manner about another episode of the activities.  
Once children indicated nothing more could be remembered, they were thanked and the 
interview was concluded.  
Coding
The interviews were audio recorded and transcribed verbatim.  The interview phases 
were identified in each transcript: the Practice phase (either one-episode or two-episode 
condition), the First substantive prompt initially inviting the child to discuss the Deakin
Activities, the First episode recall of an individual episode of the activities, and the Second 
episode recall about another time at the activities.  Substantive phases were considered to be 
all phases relating to the Deakin Activities (i.e., the first substantive prompt and the first and 
second episode phases).
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The number of prompts that the interviewer provided children during practice and 
substantive phases was tallied.  A prompt was considered any interviewer utterance that 
requested information from the child (e.g., “What else did you do?” “Tell me more about 
X.”).  Statements that did not request information (e.g., “That sounds fun”) and facilitators 
(e.g., “Mmm hmm”) were not counted as prompts for the purposes of this study.  Coding 
schemes for each variable of interest were modelled on those used by Brubacher, Roberts et 
al. (2011) and are described below.
Reports of event repetition. Coders recorded the interview phase in which children 
first told the interviewer that the Deakin Activities had occurred multiple times: immediately 
in response to the first substantive prompt (immediate), after providing other information to 
the first substantive prompt (delayed), or when directly asked (questioned).  Reports of event 
repetition included any indication that the event happened multiple times, and did not 
necessarily require the child to specify how many times the event occurred (e.g., “We did 
Deakin Activities lots of times”).  Further, if children did provide the exact number of times 
they experienced the event, the report was counted regardless of the child’s accuracy (e.g., 
“We did the Deakin Activities five or six times” was still counted as a report of event 
repetition despite the activities only occurring four times). 
Reports of episode differences. Children’s spontaneous mentions of differences were 
recorded.  These included children’s spontaneous statements about the series of the Deakin
Activities (e.g., “Every time was different,”), as well as statements about memory items (e.g., 
“The story was different every day”).  There were nine memory items that changed in each 
episode.  To be recorded, children’s statements of differences had to reflect differences 
between episodes; statements discussing only one episode were not counted (e.g., “The last 
time everyone got butterfly stickers with a different background colour” was not counted). 
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Amount of information reported. Children’s mentions of specific presentations of 
target details were tallied.  To be counted, children had to report an instantiation of a memory 
item (e.g., we heard a story about a cat).  Broad reports about items (e.g., we heard a story) 
were not sufficient to be counted as specific episodic details because they happened across 
episodes.  Coders recorded the interview phase in which each instantiation was reported: the 
first substantive prompt, the first episode, or second episode recalls.
Accuracy of information reported. When children linked a specific instantiation to 
their episode of discussion (e.g., “the last time we did the cat story”), coders recorded 
whether it was attributed to the correct episode.  Accuracy scores were computed as 
proportions of total mentioned instantiations for each of the two episodes recalled (e.g., if a 
child mentioned 5 instantiations and attributed 3 of them to the correct episode, the resulting 
accuracy score would be 3/5 or .60).  The four instantiations that were presented identically 
in each episode were not included in accuracy scores because they were not considered an 
indicator of episode-specific recall.
Coding reliability.  All coders were blind to children’s ages and the hypotheses of 
the study, but previously had training in the coding procedures for similar research.  For 
reliability purposes, 15% of transcripts were double-coded; 5% at the outset of coding, and an 
additional 10% at the end of coding to ensure coders maintained reliability.  Kappa values 
ranged from 0.72 to 1.00 (M = .93) across both time points.  Disagreements were resolved 
through discussion.  
Results
Preliminary Analyses
We first compared the number of prompts children received during practice and 
substantive phases, across practice conditions.  Children in the two-episode practice condition 
received more prompts during practice (M = 13.72, SD = 3.91) than children in the one-
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episode condition (M = 8.57, SD = 2.91), t(159.59) = 9.33, p < .001, related to their recall of a 
second episode.  Children in each practice condition received a comparable number of 
prompts during substantive phases, tVpV$FFRUGLQJO\WKHQXPEHURISURPSWV
delivered during children’s practice phase was included as a covariate during subsequent 
analyses (as was done in Brubacher, Roberts et al., 2011), but the number of prompts 
delivered during substantive phases was not considered further.  Where the covariate was not 
significant, the ANOVA results are reported.  All post-hoc effects were evaluated with 
Bonferroni comparisons (p < .05).
Analyses examining children’s first and second episode recalls of the Activities were 
initially conducted separately.  However, the same pattern of results was consistently
observed for reports of each episode.  Accordingly, we collapsed these phases in the 
following analyses (i.e., we took an average from first and second episode phases).
Reports of event repetition
We examined the interview phase in which children first reported that the Activities 
were repeated.  One child was excluded from the analysis due to interviewer error (the child 
was not asked about repetition and had not disclosed it spontaneously).  A 2 (practice 
condition) x 3 (repetition report: immediate, delayed, questioned) chi square revealed no 
differences across practice conditions in children’s disclosures of repetition, Ȥ2 = (2, N = 166) 
= 4.37, p = .11; 34% and 40% of children in the one- and two-episode practice conditions, 
respectively, disclosed immediately.  To test the interaction hypothesis that the effects of two 
episode practice would be evident for older but not younger children, the analysis was 
repeated for each grade level.  No significant effects were observed, Ȥ2VpV
Across conditions, 22% of Grade 1s disclosed repetition immediately, in contrast to 40% of 
Grade 2s and 52% of Grade 3s. 
Reports of episode differences
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Of the 167 children, 127 mentioned one or more differences about the episodes of the 
Deakin Activities (range: 1 – 9).  A 2 (practice condition) x 3 (age group) ANOVA was 
conducted on all 167 children to assess the impact of practice condition and age on children’s 
references to differences between episodes of the repeated event.  There were no significant 
main effects or interaction, FVpV2QDYHrage, children explicitly stated that 
two of the potential nine variable details (M = 2.05, SD = 2.11) differed between episodes.  
Amount of information reported
To test the hypotheses that older children in the two-episode practice condition would 
report the most substantive instantiations compared to all other children, we conducted two 2 
(practice condition) x 3 (age group) ANCOVAs; one for reports to the first substantive 
prompt, and one for the collapsed reports about episodes.  The ANCOVA for responses to the 
first substantive prompt was significant, F(6, 160) = 7.74 p < .001, Șp2 = .23 (see left panel of 
Figure 5.1).  There was a main effect of practice condition F(1, 160) = 13.72, p < .001 Șp2 =
.08.  Children reported nearly twice as many instantiations in the two-episode practice 
condition than the one-episode practice condition.  There was also a main effect of age group, 
F(2, 160) = 7.76, p = .001, Șp2 = .09.  Post-hoc tests showed that Grade 1s reported fewer 
instantiations than Grade 3s, but Grade 2s did not differ significantly from the other age 
groups.  These main effects were qualified by an interaction, F(2, 160) = 4.40, p = .014, Șp2 =
.05.  As expected, Grade 3 children provided more instantiations after experiencing the two-
episode practice than the one-episode practice, t(48) = 2.33, p = .02, d = .68, but Grade 1s and
Grade 2s performed similarly regardless of practice type, tVpV
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The ANCOVA for information reported when discussing episodes of the Deakin
Activities was also significant, F(6, 160) = 7.69, p <.001, Șp2 = .23 (see right panel of Figure 
5.1).  There was a main effect of practice condition, F(1, 160) = 13.89, p < .001, Șp2 = .08.  
Children from the two-episode practice condition reported more instantiations than children 
from the one-episode practice condition.  There was a main effect of age, F(2, 160) = 9.71, p 
< .001, Șp2 = .12.  Post-hoc tests indicated that Grade 1s provided significantly fewer 
instantiations than Grade 2s and Grade 3s.  There was no difference between Grade 2s and 3s.  
As predicted, there was a significant interaction between practice condition and age, F(2, 
160) = 3.81, p = .02, Șp2 = .05.  Grade 3s provided more instantiations in the two-episode than 
one-episode practice condition, t(48) = 2.65, p = .01, d = .77, but no difference was observed 
for Grade 1s or Grade 2s, tVpV
Accuracy of information reported
To test the effect of age on the accuracy of children’s episode recalls, a 2 (practice 
condition) x 3 (age group) ANOVA was conducted.  Since an accuracy score could not be 
determined for seven children who did not link any instantiations to a specific episode of the 
activities, only 159 children were included in the analysis.  The overall model was marginally 
significant, F(5, 153) = 2.15, p = .06, Șp2 = 07.  The only effect driving the significance of the 
model was a main effect of age, F(2, 153) = 4.35, p =.02, Șp2 = .05.  Post-hoc tests indicated 
Grade 1s (M = .41, SD = .29) were significantly less accurate than Grade 3s (M = .57, SD =
.29), but Grade 2s did not differ from the other age groups (M = .51, SD = .29). 
Discussion
This study was the first to examine the differences in children’s reports after 
episodically-oriented practice narratives of one versus two episodes of a repeated event.  A 
developmental trend to report more substantive information after practice recalling two 
episodes of a repeated event rather than one episode was observed, as predicted.  The Grade 
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3s were the only age group to report more instantiations after two-episode than one-episode 
practice; a result seen for reports to the first substantive prompt and also for reports of 
individual episodes from the Deakin Activities.  Grade 1 and Grade 2 children showed no 
significant differences between practice conditions for any of the dependent variables.
The oldest children were likely sensitive to the subtle differences between one- and
two-episode practice conditions due to their advanced source monitoring abilities (see 
Roberts, 2002 for a review).  Older children reliably outperform their younger counterparts at 
discriminating similar sources of information such as episodes of a repeated event (e.g., 
Powell & Thomson, 1996).  Work that has attempted to train children in source monitoring 
likewise found that older children were more receptive to the training than their younger 
counterparts (Poole & Lindsay, 2001; 2002; but see Thierry & Spence, 2002).  Similarly, in 
the current study, two-episode practice appeared to enhance older children’s recall of 
episodes to a greater degree than one-episode practice; however, these abilities were only 
receptive to such refinement when they have matured in older children.  In younger children, 
source monitoring abilities do not appear to be sufficiently established to respond to the 
modest support of two-episode practice versus one-episode practice.  
Because children develop scripts with repeated exposure to events (Hudson & Nelson, 
1986; Schank & Abelson, 1977), practice recalling a single-experience event does not 
rehearse children to recall episodes from an event for which a script is available.  Two-
episode practice does offer such rehearsal, considerably differentiating the cognitive tasks 
practiced across Brubacher, Roberts et al.’s (2011) conditions.  In the current study, all 
children practiced episodically recalling a scripted event (either one episode or two).  Taken 
together, Brubacher, Roberts et al.’s findings and current results suggest that episodic 
practice of repeated events enhances the episodic nature of subsequent reports about 
substantive events, and that episodic recall of just one occurrence may be enough for most 
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children.  The additional support from recalling two episodes (as opposed to one) may be too 
understated for younger children (see Roberts, 2002).  
Similarities across conditions 
Overall, children in the current study performed similarly across practice conditions 
on many dependent variables.  The two practice conditions shared numerous qualities (e.g., 
both concerned a repeated event, were episodically-oriented, utilised open-ended prompting), 
which likely contributed to children’s comparable performance under each condition.  
Children reported repetition and noted differences between episodes similarly across
conditions.  Since both conditions involved consideration of an individual episode(s) of a 
repeated event all children practiced monitoring highly similar sources.  
Since no accuracy differences were observed in the current study, it could be argued 
that two-episode practice is not providing older children with enhanced source monitoring 
training.  If source monitoring involves making (effective) decisions about the origins of 
memories, then children given extra practice in doing so should more accurately attribute 
details to the occurrences in which they were present.  Two factors contest this argument.  
First, because open-ended prompts encourage accurate reports (Hutcheson, Baxter, Telfer, & 
Warden, 1995) and because both episodic practice conditions likely encourage some 
monitoring of source, the proverbial deck was stacked against finding any differences 
between conditions.  Second, older children in the two-episode condition reported more 
details in response to both the first invitation and to prompts about episodes compared to all 
other children without a corresponding decrease in accuracy (see Koriat, Goldsmith, 
Schneider, & Nakash-Dura, 2001, for a discussion of the “amount” versus “accuracy” trade-
off in children).  We take this as evidence that they were monitoring source to some degree.  
They likely did not simply retrieve any episodic information they could remember from any 
occurrence of the activities; such would have resulted in lower proportion accuracy scores.  
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Accurately attributing specific details to highly similar sources, like repeated events, 
is a difficult task (e.g., Powell & Thomson, 1996).  The only published manipulations of 
practice narratives to have affected children’s accuracy are those which compared the use of 
different question-types during practice (i.e., open versus direct).  Roberts et al. (2004) 
demonstrated children’s accuracy about substantive events is increased by the use of open-
ended instead of direct questioning during pre-substantive practice.
Limitations 
The practical pressures on schools, parents, and children to participate in repeated 
event studies (i.e., five sessions per child in the current study) meant that conditions were 
carefully chosen to avoid overburdening research populations.  Thus, since Price et al. (2013) 
established that the inclusion of a practice narrative benefitted children’s reports (compared 
to no practice at all), and Brubacher, Roberts et al. (2011) had compared two-episode practice 
to practice of a single experience event, we did not include a control group (single 
experience) comparison in the current sample.  However, without a control group the position 
of one-episode practice remains unclear and requires future research.  
Direct comparison of children’s performance under the practice conditions in the 
current study to performances under the conditions in Brubacher, Roberts et al. (2011) was 
not possible due to differences in the substantive event composition (i.e., a different balance 
between details that were always the same and those that changed) and interview protocols 
employed in each study.  Visual inspection of all analyses in both studies suggests that the 
current one-episode practice condition was more similar to the “incident specific” practice 
(i.e., two-episode) condition in Brubacher, Roberts et al. than either of their other two 
conditions, as would be expected. 
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Conclusions 
The present research extends knowledge of pre-substantive practice techniques that assist 
children to recall individual episodes from a repeated event.  Practice recalling two episodes 
of a repeated event increased the number of episodic details reported by older children, who 
appeared to have developed the cognitive abilities to benefit from the subtle difference 
between conditions.  However, the two practice conditions shared numerous similarities, and 
thus the difference between them may be too slight to assist younger children’s rudimentary 
source monitoring skills.  Promisingly, practice recalling two episodes of a repeated event 
was not detrimental to children’s performance, compared to recalling one episode (or vice 
versa).  Taken together with past research (Brubacher, Roberts et al., 2011), current results 
suggest forensic interviewers may assist older children to recall a larger amount of accurate 
substantive information if they first provide practice recalling two episodes of an innocuous 
repeated event.  Yet, recalling one episode of a repeated event during practice primes many 
of the same cognitive skills, and will often suffice should two-episode practice be unfeasible 
or interviewees are too young to have developed sufficient abilities to benefit from recall of a 
second episode.
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CHAPTER 6 – CHILDREN’S REASONING ABOUT WHICH EPISODE OF A 
REPEATED EVENT IS BEST REMEMBERED (STUDY 3)5
Numerous studies have explored how children report memories of specific episodes 
within a repeated event and ways to facilitate that recall (see Brubacher, Powell, & Roberts, 
2014, for a review).  This literature built on foundational work by Nelson, Hudson, and 
Fivush (e.g., Fivush, 1984; Fivush, Hudson & Nelson, 1984; Hudson & Nelson, 1983; 1986), 
who provided detailed descriptions of the encoding, organisation, and retrieval of children’s 
scripts; memories for what usually happens during a repeated event. Although repeated 
experience strengthens children’s scripts, it also impairs their accurate retrieval of details 
specific to individual episodes (Brubacher et al., 2014).  Recalling specific episodes of a 
repeated event relies on cognitive skills such as source monitoring (Johnson, Hashtroudi, & 
Lindsay, 1993), temporal understanding (Roberts et al., 2015), and critically, the 
metamemory ability to decide which episode(s) have the strongest memory traces.    
In forensic interviewing protocols (e.g., the National Institute of Child Health and 
Human Development [NICHD] protocol, Lamb, La Rooy, Malloy, & Katz, 2011; Ten step 
investigative interview, Lyon, 2005), interviewers may ask children with repeated experience 
to describe specific details of a time they can remember well.  Giving children control over 
which episode to describe is assumed to yield high quality information because it purportedly
allows them to report the episodes deemed most memorable.  This assumption has no 
empirical basis and, indeed, it is not known what children understand to be well remembered.  
Interviewers hope witnesses will provide memories of the events that contain the most detail 
without compromising the accuracy of that detail.  Children’s ability to judge which episode 
of a repeated event is best remembered, however, is challenging from a metacognitive 
                                                          
5 This paper has been submitted for publication and is currently under review, see: Danby, M. C., Brubacher S. 
P., Sharman, S. J., Powell, M. B., & Roberts, K. P. (under review). Children’s reasoning about which episode of 
a repeated event is best remembered.
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perspective.  The set of skills upon which the task rests develop between the ages of 4 to 12
(Beal, 1985; O’Sullivan, 1997; Roberts, 2002; Schneider & Lockl, 2008).  The current study 
examined children’s decisions about choosing which of four episodes of a repeated event 
they remembered best.    
Cognitive Requirements for Nominating the Episode Best Remembered
The task of effectively nominating an episode best remembered requires 
discriminating among episodes during retrieval, and comparing memory for each episode to 
decide which is strongest.  When episodes contain many similarities, memory scripts for what 
usually occurs are strong (Farrar & Goodman, 1992; Hudson, Fivush, & Kuebi, 1992) and 
discriminating between episodes is challenging (Lindsay, Johnson, & Kwon, 1991).  Children 
are able to recall details that differentiate episodes (i.e., details that only happened in one 
episode; Brubacher, Glisic, Roberts, & Powell, 2011), but often misattribute them as 
occurring during an incorrect episode (Connolly & Lindsay, 2001; Powell & Thomson, 
1996).  The source-monitoring framework can be used to understand children’s ability to 
accurately discriminate between memories (Johnson et al., 1993).  
Source monitoring involves decision-making processes that are carried out during 
memory retrieval about the origin of the information being recalled (Johnson et al., 1993; 
Roberts, 2002).  The qualitative properties of memories are used to decide the source of the 
memory content.  For example, adults might decide that strong memories must originate from 
recent episodes because they are aware that memory decays over time (Johnson, Foley, 
Suengas, & Raye, 1988).  Such knowledge about the properties of memory is called 
declarative metamemory, which tends to improve with age as children learn about memory 
strategies (Cherney, 2003; Schleepen & Jonkman, 2014).     
Beyond knowledge of how memory works, metamemory also encompasses the real-
time application of skills such as monitoring memories and utilising effective memory 
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strategies, known as procedural metamemory (Flavell & Wellman, 1977; Schneider & Lockl, 
2002).  Nominating a well-remembered episode to be discussed during an interview requires 
the application of these skills to monitor memories of each episode, and to utilise strategies to 
decide which one is most suitable.  Procedural metamemory is highly influenced by the 
specific memory task at hand (Fritz, Howie, & Kleitman, 2010; Schneider, 2015; Schneider 
& Lockl, 2008).  For example, Roebers and Howie (2003) examined children’s ability to 
monitor their own attempts at retrieving information from memory.  When 8- and 10-year-
olds were asked specific non-misleading questions about a witnessed video, they were more 
confident about their correct than incorrect answers.  However, when asked specific 
misleading questions about the video, children no longer demonstrated this metacognitive 
insight, reporting they were highly confident in their correct and incorrect answers.  Early 
evidence of memory monitoring during recall of repeated events has been found in young 
children.  Roberts and Powell (2005) found that 5- and 6-year-olds who had experienced a 
repeated event were very confident in their responses to questions about event details that 
were exactly the same across every episode (script-consistent), but were less confident about 
details that changed.  
Current Study
In only three experimental studies on children’s memory for individual episodes of 
repeated events have children been asked to report details of a time of their choosing (i.e., the 
time remembered best; Brubacher, Glisic, et al., 2011; Brubacher, Roberts & Powell, 2011; 
2012), in contrast to numerous studies directing them to describe a time the interviewer 
nominated (e.g., Connolly & Price, 2006; Roberts & Powell, 2005), which was usually the 
last time.  The “remember best” experiments have generally demonstrated that older children 
had better memories for a specific episode than younger children.  However, we do not know 
what these children understood by requests to describe the episode they remember best, and 
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how they chose that episode.  Establishing children’s comprehension of the phrase “the time 
you remember best” has implications for theories of the development of repeated event 
memory and for investigative interviewers tasked with eliciting children’s accounts of 
repeated events. 
The goals of the present study were to describe children’s: (a) ability to choose a well-
remembered episode from a repeated event, and (b) understanding of the phrase “the time 
you remember best.”  Participants were 5 to 9 years old.  A week after children experienced a 
repeated event they were interviewed in an open-ended manner about the time at the event 
they remembered best.  The interviewer subsequently asked about another time, in order to 
allow for comparisons with recall of the episode deemed best remembered.  At the conclusion 
of their interview, children were asked what they believed the phrase “the time you remember 
best” meant and how they decided on an episode to report. It was expected that children’s 
capacity to nominate an episode of a repeated event would increase with age, correspondent 
with source monitoring improvements (Brubacher, Malloy, Lamb, & Roberts, 2013; Roberts, 
2002).  Further, we expected to observe age-related improvements in their ability to explain 
the phrase “the time you remember best” due to metacognitive developments.  Older 
children’s recall of the time they remembered best was predicted to be more complete than 
their recall for the second episode they described.
Method
Participants
A sample of 177 children (96 girls, 81 boys) was recruited from primary schools 
across Melbourne, Australia, and surrounding areas.  Children were aged 5 to 9 years old (M
= 7.33 years, SD = 1.06).  This age range was selected to encompass younger children who 
are still developing source monitoring and metamemory abilities, and older children who 
have more developed cognitive abilities (Farrar & Goodman, 1992; Fritz et al., 2010). 
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Children’s parents gave informed consent, and children assented to participate in the study.  
Three children were excluded from the sample as their interviews were terminated early upon 
the children’s request.  For analyses, children were divided into their grade levels: Grade 1 (n
= 68, Myears = 6.26, SD = .40), Grade 2 (n = 57, Myears = 7.42, SD = .30), and Grade 3 (n = 52, 
Myears = 8.64, SD = .54). 
Materials
Children experienced a 25 minute scripted activity session (the Deakin Activities) on 
four occasions.  Each episode of the activities comprised 16 target memory items created 
specifically for research so that children would not have a pre-existing script for them.  Items 
were always administered in the same temporal order and centered around six main activities: 
meeting a puppet, listening to a story, doing a puzzle, relaxing, getting refreshed, and 
receiving a surprise.  The items were based on those successfully employed in previous 
repeated event research (e.g., Powell & Thomson, 1996; Roberts et al., 2015).  
In each episode of the Deakin Activities, the 16 memory items varied according to a 
schedule.  Four items were presented identically in each episode (e.g., children met the same 
puppet each time), nine items changed in each episode (e.g., children heard a different story 
each time), and every episode contained three items that did not appear any other time (e.g., 
children did a puzzle in only one episode).  Four counterbalanced presentation schedules 
were created.  Children were randomly assigned to a counterbalanced version.  There were no 
significant differences in any of the dependent variables across counterbalanced versions, ps

Procedure
The research was approved by the university’s human research ethics board. Trained 
research assistants conducted the Deakin Activities in schools with groups of 20 – 40
children, twice a week for two weeks.  Teachers were present for the activities, but were 
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requested not to discuss them with their students.  Individual interviews were conducted with 
each child 3 to 8 days after the final episode by one interviewer.  Due to practical constraints, 
some interviews were conducted after a weekend break.  The number of interviews held 
before a weekend break (n = 108; M = 4.33, SD = 0.70; 3 – 5 days) or after a weekend break 
(n = 69; M = 6.78, SD = 0.78; 6 – 8 days) did not significantly differ across age groups, Ȥ2 (2, 
N = 177) = 4.66, p = .10, nor did interview delay influence any of the dependent variables, Ȥ2s
pV Accordingly, interview delay was not considered in analyses.
After brief rapport building, children were invited to talk about the Deakin Activities 
and instructed to recall “the time you remember best.”  If children could not immediately 
nominate an episode, the interviewer provided another prompt for the child to recall the 
episode remembered best (e.g., “Think really hard about the one time you can remember best 
at the Deakin Activities”).  If the child still could not nominate an episode, the interviewer 
assisted by asking children to select an episode with notably different phrasing (e.g., “Think 
about all the days you went to the Deakin Activities. Now tell me about one of the days you 
went there”) or by choosing from a specific detail the child had already reported (e.g., “You 
mentioned a dog story. Tell me about the day you heard the dog story”).  Although blind to 
what each child did in each specific episode, the interviewer had a card listing the four details 
presented identically in each episode and could otherwise choose the first details reported by 
the child.  The purpose of this procedure was to avoid the interviewer choosing an invariant 
detail to orient children to individual episodes, as these were present every time and would 
not allow identification of which episode was discussed.  The interviewer then elicited a 
narrative account about the episode using open-ended prompts (e.g., “Then what happened?” 
“Tell me more about [X]”) until children could recall no more.  
Children were subsequently invited to talk about “another time you went to the 
Deakin Activities” to allow comparisons with their best remembered (or first discussed) 
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episode.  Again, if children could not explicitly choose an episode the interviewer gave them 
another prompt requesting that they recall “another time.”  For those children who still could 
not nominate an episode, the interviewer again focused them on one episode by utilising 
different phrasing (e.g., “You just told me about one day at Deakin Activities. Now tell me 
about a different day you did the Deakin Activities) or choosing a mentioned detail.  The 
interviewer then prompted children about this episode until their recall was exhausted.  At the 
conclusion of children’s narratives, their comprehension of “the time you remember best” 
was assessed by asking “When I asked you about ‘the time you remember best’, what do you 
think I meant?” To measure their ability to metacognitively reflect on and select the time 
remembered best, children were then asked, “How did you decide which time you 
remembered best?” Interviews lasted approximately 20 minutes.  The interviews were audio 
recorded and transcribed verbatim.
Coding
Coding categories were created based on all of the authors’ collective experiences in 
interviewing children about repeated events.  Operational definitions for each category were 
created, and expected exemplars were listed.  The two graduate student coders were blind to 
children’s ages and the hypotheses of the study.    
The time you remember best/another time at Deakin Activities. Children’s 
immediate response to the prompts asking them to describe “the time you remember best” 
and “another time” were recorded.  For children who received extra prompting to help them 
nominate an episode all additional responses were noted, and it was recorded if the child 
could ultimately nominate an episode or not (i.e., if the interviewer had to direct the child to 
an episode using an alternative prompt or a mentioned detail).
Children’s responses to “the time you remember best” and the “another time” prompts 
fell into one of four categories: Don’t know, Nominated, Script reference, and Other (see 
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Table 6.1 for a description and examples of each response category). “I don’t remember” and 
“I don’t understand” responses were collapsed with the Don’t know category because these 
answers were too infrequent to warrant separate categories (12 children responded “I don’t 
understand” and four said “I don’t remember”).  Although knowing and understanding are 
semantically different, previous research has shown children often fail to signal 
misunderstandings.  Instead, they provide an answer or respond, “don’t know” (Markman, 
1979; Waterman, Blades, & Spencer, 2000). 
Table 6.1
Response categories for children’s responses to the prompts “the time you remember best” 
and “another time”
Comprehension question: “When I asked you about ‘the time you remember 
best’, what do you think I meant?” Coders recorded how children responded when asked 
what they thought the phrase “the time you remember best” meant after their narratives.  
Children’s responses fell into one of five categories: Explanation (a reasonable explanation 
such as “The one I remember the most things from”), Don’t know, Script reference (e.g., 
Category Category Description Example Responses 
Nominated Child speaks about one episode listing details 
from a single episode, or labelling the episode 
with a clear term (i.e., “the X time”).
“We did a cat story, a clown 
puzzle and got star stickers.”
“The last time.”
Don’t Know Child admits he/she does not know, understand, 
or remember.
“I don’t know / remember / 
understand”
Script 
reference
Child refers to his/her script for the activities, 
reporting how the activities usually occurred or 
a script component rather than a whole episode.
“We always do the same things.”
“When we got refreshed.”
Other Response does not fit into any other category. “10 o’clock.”
“We learned lots.”
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“You meant the puppet part”), Favourite (the child chose the episode or activity s/he enjoyed 
the most), and Other.
Metacognitive question: “How did you decide which time you remembered 
best?” Coders recorded how children responded when asked how they decided which time 
they remembered best.  Responses fell into one of seven categories:  Explanation (a 
reasonable explanation of the child’s decision-making process such as “I thought of them all
and picked the one I know the most for”), Restate (restatement of the chosen episode such as 
“I thought of the last one”), Don’t know, Script reference, Favourite, Cognition (the child 
referred to cognitive processes without mention of deciding upon an episode; e.g., “I just 
thought hard”) and Other.  Only two responses fell into the Explanation category, so it was 
combined with the Restate category.  Analyses were the same regardless of whether the two 
responses were omitted or collapsed.
Narratives. When children were discussing the episodes best remembered and 
another time at the Deakin Activities, coders recorded which of the four episodes (first, 
second, third or fourth) were selected.  Next, coders tallied the amount of episode-specific 
information (e.g., hearing a story about an elephant) children reported from each of the two 
episodes they had recalled.  
Reliability. For reliability purposes, 20% of transcripts were double-coded; 10% at 
the outset of coding, and an additional 10% later to ensure that coders maintained reliability.  
Kappa ranged from 0.80 to 1.00 (M = 0.90) across both time points.  Disagreements were 
resolved through discussion.  
Results
We first examined children’s immediate responses to the “time you remember best” 
prompt, as well as how children answered the comprehension and metacognitive questions. 
Since many children could not produce an episode for discussion without interviewer 
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assistance, we then examined differences between those children who could and could not 
provide an episode to the “time you remember best” prompt.  Finally, we examined 
children’s responses when prompted to recall “another time” and compared children’s recall 
of each episode (i.e., the time deemed best remembered, and another time).
How did children interpret the “time you remember best” prompt?
One child did not receive the prompt to recall the time remembered best (the child 
immediately narrated a specific episode without prompting; see Figure 6.1 for a flowchart of 
interviewer prompting and children’s responses).  Of the remaining 176 children, 70 
nominated an episode, either by labelling the episode with a clear term (n = 52; 7 Grade 1s, 
23 Grade 2s, and 22 Grade 3s) or listing what happened during one episode (n = 18; equal 
across age groups).  A 3 (grade: 1, 2, 3) x 4 (response category: Nominated, Don’t know, 
Script reference, Other) chi-square demonstrated that age was significantly related to 
children’s responses to “the time you remember best” prompt, Ȥ2 (6, N = 176) = 21.20, p =
.002 (see upper half of Table 6.2 for response distributions).  Grade 2s and 3s were more 
likely to nominate an episode of the activities than expected, while Grade 1s were less likely 
to do so.  Instead, Grade 1s were more likely to refer to their scripts (e.g., choosing a script 
component such as “doing the puzzles”) than expected.  
Comprehension question responses. There were six children who did not answer the 
comprehension question (one Grade 2 and five Grade 3s) and one who did not receive the 
time remember best prompt.  For the remaining 170 children, a 3 (grade: 1, 2, 3) x 5 
(comprehensive question response: Explanation, Don’t know, Script reference, Favourite, 
Other) chi-square revealed a significant relationship between their age and response, Ȥ2 (8, N
= 170) = 21.45, p = .006 (see Table 6.3).  Grade 1s were more likely, and Grade 3s were less 
likely, than expected to report they did not know what the phrase meant.  The reverse was 
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true for reasonably explaining the phrase, with Grade 1s less likely and Grade 3s more likely 
to do so.
Figure 6.1. Flow chart of methodology and children’s responses.
Child did not nominate a single 
episode. Interviewer had to direct 
child to an episode.
n = 81
Immediately described an episode.
n = 1
Don’t know
n = 20
Script
n = 79
Other
n = 7
Child nominated an episode 
after extra “the time you 
remember best” prompting.
n = 25 
Instructed to recall “another time.”
n = 177
Child did not nominate a single 
episode. Interviewer had to direct 
child to an episode.
n = 22
Child nominated an episode 
after extra “another time” 
prompting.
n = 33 
Child (eventually) recalled a single 
episode him/herself.
n = 154 
Child (eventually) recalled a single 
episode him/herself.
n = 95 
Don’t know
n = 27
Script
n = 23
Other
n = 5
Nominated 
n = 70
Rapport building and invited to talk about the Deakin Activities.
n = 177
Instructed to recall “the time you remember best.”
n = 176
Nominated
n = 121
Could not recall another 
episode.
n = 1
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Table 6.2
Distribution of children’s responses to “the time you remember best” and “another time” by 
age group
Response to “time you remember best” prompt
Nominated Don’t Know Script reference Other
Age Group n % n % n % n %
Grade 1 7 10.3 14 20.6 42 61.8 5 7.4
Grade 2 8 14.3 28 50.0 19 33.9 1 1.8
Grade 3 5 9.6 28 53.8 18 34.6 1 1.9
Response to “another time” prompt
Grade 1 39 58.2 11 16.4 13 19.4 4 6.0
Grade 2 39 68.4 8 14.0 9 15.8 1 1.8
Grade 3 43 82.7 8 15.4 1 1.9 0 0.0
Note: Percentages are proportions of each age group. 
Table 6.3
Distribution of children’s comprehension of “the time you remember best” by age group
Response
Explanation Don’t Know Script reference Favourite Other
Age Group n % n % n % n % n %
Grade 1 12 17.6 22 32.4 20 29.4 9 13.2 5 7.4
Grade 2 21 37.5 13 23.2 10 17.9 7 12.5 5 8.9
Grade 3 21 38.9 2 4.3 13 27.7 9 19.1 2 4.3
Note: Percentages are proportions of each age group.
We further examined if children’s response to the time you remember best prompt 
was associated with their ability to reasonably explain what the phrase meant.  A 4 (“time 
remember best” response: Nominated, Don’t know, Script reference, Other) x 2 
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(comprehensive question response: provided reasonable explanation or not) chi square 
demonstrated that performance on the comprehension question was associated with responses 
to the time remembered best prompt, Ȥ2 (3, N = 170) = 12.35, p = .006.  Children who 
successfully nominated an episode of the activities more often provided a reasonable 
response to the comprehension question than expected, in contrast to children who referred to 
their scripts, or gave other responses.
Metacognitive question responses. There were nine children who did not provide a 
response to the metacognitive question (including the six who did not answer the 
comprehension question; two Grade 1s, two Grade 2s, and five Grade 3s), and one child who 
was not asked the time you remember best prompt during his/her interview.  For the 167 
children who tried to answer, a 3 (grade: 1, 2, 3) x 6 (response: Explanation/Restate, Don’t 
know, Script reference, Favourite, Cognition, Other) chi square showed no association 
between age and metacognitive question response categories, Ȥ2 (10, N = 167) = 13.70, p =
.19.
Comparing children who could and could not choose an episode themselves
As noted, children were not always able to choose an episode themselves.  Of the 106 
children who did not immediately choose an episode as the time they remembered best, 25 
went on to choose one with an additional “time remember best” prompt.  The remaining 81 
children needed the interviewer to coax them through choosing an episode (e.g., “think really 
hard and tell me about one day at the Deakin Activities”) or to choose an episode for them 
from a mentioned detail.  We investigated age differences between those children who were 
(eventually) able to nominate an episode (n = 95), and those who were not (n = 81).  A 3 
(grade: 1, 2, 3) x 2 (nominator: child, interviewer) chi square demonstrated that age was 
significantly related to children’s ability to nominate an episode, Ȥ2 (2, N = 176) = 13.47, p =
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.001 (see Table 6.4).  Grade 3s were more likely to nominate an episode themselves while 
Grade 1s most often required interviewer assistance to select an episode. 
Table 6.4
Distribution of children’s ability to nominate an episode by age group
Nominator of episode
Child Interviewer Assisted
Age Group n % n %
Grade 1 25 36.8 43 63.2
Grade 2 35 62.5 21 37.5
Grade 3 35 67.3 17 32.7
Note: Percentages are proportions of each age group. 
Interactions with comprehension question responses. A 2 (nominator: child, 
interviewer) x 5 (comprehension question response: Explanation, Don’t know, Script 
reference, Favourite, Other) chi square revealed a significant relationship between children’s 
ability to nominate an episode and their understanding of the phrase “the time you remember 
best”, Ȥ2 (4, N = 170) = 26.27, p < .001.  Children who did not nominate an episode 
themselves were most likely to admit that they did not know what the phrase meant, while 
children who did nominate an episode were most likely to either satisfactorily explain the 
phrase or to explain that the phrase meant their “favourite time”.
Interactions with metacognitive question responses. A 2 (nominator: child, 
interviewer) x 5 (metacognitive question response: Explanation/Restate, Don’t know, Script 
reference, Favourite, Cognition, Other) chi square demonstrated no significant relationship 
between children’s ability to nominate an episode and their explanation of their cognitive 
processes when nominating an episode, Ȥ2 (5, N = 167) = 9.25, p = .09. 
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Which episodes were chosen? We identified the episode ultimately discussed as the 
time remembered best.  Data from five children (two Grade 1s, and three Grade 2s) had to be 
removed from the analysis because their chosen episode was ambiguous (e.g., “one of the 
middle days,” “the time with the story” [when a story was present every time]).  Of the 
remaining 172 children, 53 discussed the first episode, 15 discussed the second, 23 discussed 
the third, and 81 discussed the last.  Which episode was nominated did not differ across age 
groups, Ȥ2 (6, N = 172) = 4.14, p = .66, and importantly did not differ according to whether it 
had been chosen by the child or the interviewer, Ȥ2 (3, N = 172) = 4.71, p = .19.  Further, the 
chosen episode had no relationship with the primary dependent variables, Ȥ2s pV
.48.
Response when prompted to describe another time 
When children were requested to describe what happened “another time at the Deakin
Activities,” one child could not report a second episode (the child only spoke generically 
about what usually happened at the activities).  Of the 176 children who discussed another 
episode, 121 explicitly nominated the episode themselves, labelling the episode with a clear 
term (n = 58; 14 Grade 1s, 21 Grade 2s, and 23 Grade 3s) or listing specific details about 
what happened (n = 63; 25 Grade 1s, 18 Grade 2s, and 20 Grade 3s).  Due to small expected 
cell counts in the contingency table, the Fisher-Freeman-Halton exact test was used to 
examine age differences across response groups. This test generalises Fisher’s exact test to 
contingency tables greater than 2 x 2 (Conover, 1980).  The 3 (grade: 1, 2, 3) x 4 (response 
category: Nominated, Don’t know, Script reference, Other) contingency table demonstrated 
that children’s age was significantly related to their response when prompted to recall 
“another time,” p = .015 (see lower half of Table 6.2 for response distributions).  The most 
frequent response of each age group was to nominate an episode, however Grade 1s made 
this response less often than expected, while Grade 3s made this response more often than 
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expected.  Further, Grade 1s were more likely to refer to their scripts than expected, and 
Grade 3s were less likely to do so. 
Of the 55 children who did not immediately nominate an episode themselves, 33 soon 
went on to nominate an episode with additional prompting (see Figure 6.1). We investigated 
age differences between those children who selected another episode themselves (n = 154) 
and those for whom the interviewer ultimately had to choose the episode to be discussed by 
referring to a mentioned detail (n = 22).  There was no association between age and who 
selected the episode, Ȥ2 (2, N = 176) = 3.09, p = .21.
Eight children only referred to ambiguous details about their second reported episode, 
so we could not determine which of the four activity sessions they chose.  Of the remaining 
168 children, the episode selected as “another episode” was evenly spread: 48 chose the first, 
40 chose the second, 39 chose the third and 41 chose the last episode. Episode choice not 
differ across age groups, Ȥ2 (6, N = 168) = 8.46, p = .21.  There was no association between 
episode choice and whether it was nominated by the child or the interviewer, Ȥ2 (3, N = 168) 
= 4.06, p = .26.  Further, chosen episode had no relationship to the primary dependent 
variables, Ȥ2s pV
Comparing the details recalled from each episode. We compared children’s 
memories for the episode remembered best and for another time (as indexed by mention of 
episode-specific details).  A repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to compare the 
number of episode-specific details children reported when recalling each episode.  Age group 
was included as a between-subjects factor.  Children reported significantly more details about 
the episode nominated as “remembered best” (M = 4.47, SD = 2.43) than about “another 
time” (M = 3.87, SD = 2.21), F(1, 174) = 20.99, p < .001, Șp2 = .11.  The number of details 
children reported did not interact with age group, F(2, 174) = 0.45, p = .64.
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Discussion
This study was the first to attempt to describe how children interpret requests to 
narrate a memorable episode from a repeated event.  While the first and last episodes of a 
repeated event will often be well recalled (Gomes, Sandhu, Qi, Lee, & Connolly, 2014; 
Roberts et al., 2015), interviewers cannot assume this trend will hold true for every child.  For 
example, the first episode may have happened when the child was very young and unable to 
create and store a detailed memory for the incident, or an intermediate episode may involve 
salient or unique factors making it more memorable to the child.   Prompting children to 
recall the first or last episodes may additionally prove impractical with young children, since 
an understanding of temporal language develops gradually (Orbach & Lamb, 2007; Powell & 
Thomson, 1997).  The current research began to address these concerns.
Developmental findings
Results demonstrated emerging developmental improvements in children’s 
responding to the “time you remember best” prompt.  Only the two older age groups were 
more likely than expected to nominate an episode when prompted.  The younger children 
instead required the interviewer to assist them in choosing an episode.  Further, when 
questioned about their understanding of the prompt “the time you remember best,” the 
youngest children tended to admit they did not know what it meant, while the oldest children 
gave appropriate explanations for the phrase.  These developmental improvements are likely 
due to older children’s superior source monitoring (Roberts, 2002), and metacognitive 
abilities (Fritz et al., 2010).  
Efficiently nominating the time remembered best requires children to discriminate 
between each episode (source) and compare the content remembered from each.  Older 
children reliably outperform their younger counterparts at discriminating sources of 
information (Drummey & Newcombe, 2002; Powell & Thomson, 1996), and recall more 
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details from a specific episode of a repeated event (Brubacher et al., 2014).  Episodes of 
repeated events can be discriminated from one another by identifying script-inconsistent 
details, which older children do more successfully than do younger (Brubacher, Glisic, et al., 
2011; Farrar & Boyer-Pennington, 1999; Farrar & Goodman, 1992).  Indeed, in the current 
study the Grade 1s appeared disinclined to distinguish between episodes, referring to their 
scripts more often than expected in response to prompting about “the time you remember 
best” and “another time.”  Further, they often required the interviewer to assist them in 
choosing an individual episode for discussion. 
All children struggled to describe their decision-making processes when responding to 
the metacognitive question, suggesting that the ability to reflect on the decision lags behind 
comprehension of the phrase, as would be expected.  To successfully nominate the time 
remembered best, children required declarative metamemory knowledge of the cognitive 
demands of the task (e.g., understanding memories for each episode must be distinguished 
internally for comparison), and procedural metamemory application of this knowledge during 
the interview (e.g., nominating the episode they have reasoned they should be able to recall 
the most).  Declarative knowledge of memory processes continues to develop and refine well 
beyond the age-range of the current sample (Fritz et al., 2010; Schneider, 2015).  For 
example, Friedman (2007) found that children under 10–12 years had many limitations to 
their understanding of memory processes, and asserted that much metamemory development 
occurs beyond this age.  Conversely, procedural metamemory abilities appear impartial to 
developmental improvements (hinging instead on the specific memory task at hand), where 
even older children and adults will fail to engage in appropriate metamemory applications 
during particular memory tasks (Markman, 1979; Shing, Werkle-Bergner, Li, &
Lindenberger, 2009).  The metamemory skills required to nominate a well-remembered 
episode from a repeated event appear too sophisticated for the younger children in the current 
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sample.  Even the older children, who nominated an episode more often than would be 
expected by chance, lacked the ability to report their developing metamemory abilities when 
questioned about their decision-making processes.
The time best remembered versus another time
There was tenuous evidence that children in the current sample made more informed 
decisions when nominating the time remembered best than another time.  Children reported 
more episode-specific details about the time they remembered best compared to another time; 
however, the difference was statistically significant but practically small (less than one 
detail).  The first and last episodes were most commonly nominated as best remembered, 
whereas all four episodes were more equally nominated as “another time.”  Since children 
typically recall more accurate information from the first and last episodes of a repeated event 
than the intermediate episodes (Gomes et al., 2014; Roberts et al., 2015), these results suggest 
that children may have been making informed decisions when nominating the time 
remembered best.  However, some caveats must be recognised.  Since all children first 
recalled the time remembered best, their attention may have dwindled by the time that they 
recalled “another time” (Russell, 2006; Yates, 1987), accounting for fewer reported details 
for the second episode.  This limitation may not be overcome by additional experimental 
research since reversing the order of recall (i.e., requesting children recall “a time” before 
“the time you remember best”) would likely still see children selecting a well-remembered 
episode first.  It must also be considered that if children truly had an established 
understanding of the phrase “the time you remember best,” those with superior 
comprehension and metacognitive reasoning might be expected to nominate the first or last 
episodes most frequently.  This was not the case; children’s choice of episode was not related 
to their performance on comprehension and metacognitive questions.
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Children had an easier time selecting one episode for discussion in response to 
prompting about “another time” than they did in response to the “time you remember best” 
prompt.  Through the course of the interview, children appeared to have learned that the task 
was to recall an individual episode when requested to recall another time, as shown by the 
large increase in children listing the happenings of a single episode in response to this 
prompt.  This finding is reflective of Brubacher, Roberts and colleagues’ (2011) research on 
practice narratives, wherein children who practiced describing two episodes of an 
autobiographical repeated event subsequently demonstrated increased sensitivity to the 
repeated nature of a target laboratory event, compared to children who received other kinds 
of practice.
The current study raises concerns over asking children to recall a time remembered 
best in forensic interviews.  Ultimately, fewer than half the children (14 Grade 1s, 28 Grade 
2s, and 28 Grade 3s) understood the initial request to nominate a specific episode of the 
Deakin Activities, and there was much variability in children’s misinterpretations of the 
prompt.  One misinterpretation noted made by those children who nominated an episode in 
the current study was to explain that they understood the time remembered best to mean the 
time they liked best.  While the current study included innocuous events, children discussing 
ongoing abuse in forensic interviews will likely experience the abuse negatively (Putnam, 
2003), and to suggest an episode is their favourite could be confusing (or unethical). Future 
research should compare the specific phrasing of “the time you remember best” to 
alternatives such as “a time you remember well,” or “the time you remember most.”  Despite 
potential differences in comprehensibility of alternate phrasings, current results nevertheless 
shed light on children’s ability to nominate a well-remembered episode and explain their 
reasoning processes, not just their understanding of the exact phrase “the time you remember 
best.”  Elicitation of narrative details which can subsequently be used to direct children to 
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recall individual episodes (e.g., “You mentioned [X]. Tell me more about the time that [X]
happened”) may prove a viable alternative to assist children to discuss an episode.
Limitations and future research
Some limitations of the current design are worth considering.  The delay between the 
final episode of the Deakin Activities and children’s interviews was short (maximum of 8 
days).  Delay influences children’s recall of correct episode-specific information (see Powell, 
Thomson, & Dietze, 1997, for a review), and long delays can be expected in forensic 
interviews.  However, after long delays we would expect to see an amplification of the 
current discrepancy between memories for the best remembered episode and another time (at 
least for those children who effectively chose a time remembered best).  The best 
remembered episode would be expected to remain strong in memory, whereas other episodes 
are expected to fade with time.  Further, it was beyond the scope of the current study to test 
the metamemory strategies that children adopted to identify the time they remembered best.  
Future research determining the metamemory strategies children use to recognise well-
remembered episodes of repeated events may be useful to further understand children’s 
metamemory development. 
Conclusions and Forensic Implications 
The present research characterises children’s capacity to nominate a well-remembered 
episode of a repeated event and provides a first look at their metamemory insights into this 
nature of source decision.  The ability to nominate “the time remembered best” appears to 
improve between the ages of 5 to 9 years, which corresponds with children’s ability to 
comprehend the prompt.  Although their reasoning about why it was the most memorable 
episode lagged behind their comprehension of the phrase, children did indeed recall more 
details about their “best remembered” episode than another time, demonstrating emerging but 
fragile abilities to complete the task.  
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Given children’s tendency to interpret the time remembered best as the time they 
liked best, and younger children’s common miscomprehension of the prompt, investigative 
interviewers should be cautious both about using the specific phrase “time you remember 
best” and asking children to report a highly memorable episode of repeated abuse.  Current 
results elucidate children’s difficulty in nominating a well-remembered episode themselves. 
Instead, it may be preferable to select pre-disclosed details from children’s narratives to direct 
them to individual episodes, at least until future research can ascertain more effective 
techniques to assist children to choose an appropriate episode themselves.
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CHAPTER 7 – DIFFERENTIAL EFFECTS OF GENERAL VERSUS CUED 
INVITATIONS ON CHILDREN’S REPORTS OF A REPEATED EVENT EPISODE
(STUDY 4)6
In the past decade, numerous studies have been devoted to facilitating children’s 
recall of individual episodes within a repeated event (see Brubacher, Roberts, & Powell, 
2014, for a review).  This work is essential for assisting children to particularise episodes of 
repeated offences, such as child abuse.  Particularisation requirements in many jurisdictions 
necessitate that children describe individual episodes of abuse with a reasonable level of 
detail (e.g., the time, place, or some other unique detail) if their case is to progress through 
the legal system (Powell, Roberts, & Guadagno, 2007; S. v R., 1989).  Even in jurisdictions 
where particularisation is not mandatory, evidence suggests that the credibility of children’s 
testimony is enhanced when episodic details are provided (Burrows & Powell, 2013;
Connolly, Price, Lavoie, & Gordon, 2008; Smith & Milne, 2011).  
Providing specific details from an episode of a repeated event is difficult for children, 
who (like adults) develop generalised cognitive representations for how the event usually 
transpires (i.e., scripts; Fivush, 1984; Hudson, Fivush, & Kuebli, 1992; Hudson & Nelson, 
1986).  Scripts can be useful, as they strengthen memories for details that happen similarly 
across episodes (Connolly & Lindsay, 2001; Powell, Roberts, Ceci, & Hembrooke, 1999), 
and children retain these details in memory even after a delay (e.g., 3 weeks after the event; 
Powell et al., 1999).  However, scripts create difficulties for children when they need to 
retrieve memories of individual episodes (Fivush, 1984; Means & Loftus, 1991; Powell & 
Thomson, 1996).  Details that are script-consistent but happen differently across episodes are 
commonly linked to the wrong episode (Powell et al. 1999; Powell & Thomson, 1996).  For 
                                                          
6 This paper has been submitted for publication and is currently under review, see: Danby, M. C., Sharman, S. 
J., Brubacher S. P., Powell, M. B., & Roberts, K. P. (under review). Differential effects of general versus cued 
invitations on children’s reports of a repeated event episode.
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example, Powell and Thomson (1996) found that young children who participated in a 
repeated event were most likely to err in their recall of an individual episode by reporting 
similar details that were experienced in other episodes.  To assist children in accurately 
retrieving information about individual episodes, Brubacher and colleagues (2014) recently 
advocated open-ended prompting when interviewing children about repeated events to: (a) 
permit children to recall episodes in their own words, rather than according to interviewer 
direction; and (b) reduce interviewers’ reliance on specific questions (e.g., direct, yes/no) that 
increase confusion of details across episodes.  
Indeed, the use of open-ended prompts is widely supported and there is a broad 
consensus that regardless of event frequency (i.e., a single incident or repeated event), these 
prompts obtain the highest quality information from children (Lamb, Orbach, Warren, Esplin, 
& Hershkowitz, 2007; Lamb, Orbach, Hershkowitz, Esplin, & Horowitz, 2007; Powell, 
Fisher, & Wright, 2005).  Open-ended prompts encourage narrative responses without 
dictating the specific information to report (e.g., “Tell me what happened”; Snow, Powell, & 
Murfett, 2009).  Children provide more accurate (Dent & Stephenson, 1979) and more 
detailed (Brown et al., 2013) responses to open-ended prompts than to specific questions (see 
Larsson & Lamb, 2009 for a review).  In fact, children sometimes provide forensically 
relevant temporal details during free recall, which reduces interviewers’ reliance on riskier 
specific questions to elicit this type of information (Lamb et al., 2003; Powell, Wright, & 
Hughes-Scholes, 2011).
Variants of Open-ended Prompts
Previous work on interviewer questioning has revealed that there are various sub-
types of open-ended prompts, and that these may evoke different kinds of narrative 
information (e.g., Feltis, Powell, Snow, & Hughes-Scholes, 2010; Lamb et al., 2003).  Of 
particular relevance to the current study are two variants established by Lamb and colleagues 
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(Lamb et al., 2003, Orbach, & Lamb, 2000) that are used extensively in published literature 
on children’s responsiveness to open-ended prompts.  These are general invitations (which 
are broad in nature; e.g., “What else happened?”, “Then what happened?”) and cued 
invitations (which probe previously disclosed information; e.g., “Earlier you mentioned 
[detail]. Tell me more about that.”).  In an examination of two high-quality forensic 
interviews with children (aged 5 and 15 years old) about a single incident of sexual abuse, 
Orbach and Lamb (2000) found proportionally more details were elicited via general than 
cued invitations, but more central (as opposed to peripheral) details were elicited via cued 
than general invitations.  Lamb et al. (2003) explored developmental improvements in 
children’s responding to each prompt-type in 130 forensic interviews.  With increasing age, 
the 4- to 8-year-old interviewees provided more information in response to both types of 
prompt.  Differences between children alleging a single incident or repeated abuse, however, 
were not explored.  Furthermore, since both studies used field data, the accuracy of children’s 
responses to general versus cued invitations could not be determined.   
Evans and colleagues conducted both field and laboratory studies comparing the 
effects of different open-ended prompt variants.  Their work examined the use of expansion 
paraphrases to elicit children’s reports (Evans & Roberts, 2009; Evans, Roberts, Price, & 
Stefek, 2010).  Expansion paraphrases were considered requests for elaboration that reiterate 
previously disclosed details (e.g., “They did bad stuff to you. Tell me more.”).  Thus, the 
operational definitions for cued invitations and expansion paraphrases share a strong degree 
of overlap, but are not identical.  Neither of Evans and colleagues’ studies found evidence 
that expansion paraphrasing elicited more detailed responses than other open-ended prompts, 
such as general invitations.  Accuracy was assessed in Evans and Roberts’ (2009) laboratory 
study; it showed that children provided comparable numbers of accurate and inaccurate 
details to expansion paraphrases and other open-ended prompts.  
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To our knowledge, the only other laboratory study to directly compare different types 
of open-ended prompts was conducted by Horowitz (2009).  Children viewed a slideshow 
about animals engaged in various actions.  A week later, their responses to open (e.g., “Tell 
me about the pictures you saw”), direct (e.g., “What did the squirrel have in its hands?”), and 
mixed prompts (containing both closed and open aspects; e.g., “Was there a squirrel?” [if yes] 
“Tell me more about that”) were compared.  Overall, open prompts elicited longer responses 
than mixed prompts, which elicited longer responses than direct prompts.  In ten of the 50 
interviews, children had already disclosed the information to be requested from a mixed 
prompt, so the wording was altered to “You mentioned [e.g., a squirrel]. Tell me more about 
that.” This phrasing is structurally equivalent to a cued invitation, and children responded to 
this wording with fewer omission errors (i.e., leaving out details) than to the standard mixed 
prompts. 
Taken together, the literature does not provide an overly clear picture of the efficacy 
of different types of open-ended prompts on children’s memory reports.  Studies have used 
different definitions, small samples, field designs where accuracy cannot be assessed, and/or 
to-be-remembered information that did not have an event structure.  Further, none of the 
laboratory studies involved repeated events, while both field studies included children 
making allegations of single and repeated abuse but did not compare them.  The omission of 
laboratory studies in which different open-ended prompt-types are compared in interviews 
about repeated events needs to be addressed for both practical and theoretical purposes.  Only 
with repeated experience do children develop memory scripts, which are associated with 
stronger memories for typically occurring details as well as increased confusions across 
experienced episodes (Powell et al., 1999; Powell & Thomson, 1996). 
Prompting about Repeated Events.  Rather than comparing general versus cued 
invitations, research on eliciting information about repeated experience has focused on 
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prompts that activate different memory representations.  Specifically, when open-ended 
prompts about the event script (e.g., “What usually happens?”) are delivered in a block prior 
to a block of open-ended prompts about an individual episode (e.g., “Ok, now tell me 
everything that happened the last time”) laboratory research has shown that children’s reports 
of repeated events were more complete than if the order of the blocks were reversed 
(Brubacher, Roberts, & Powell, 2012; Connolly & Gordon, 2014).  Field studies have further 
shown that children readily provide scripts in response to prompts for their scripts, and 
conversely, are more likely to report details about specific episodes in response to episodic 
prompts (Brubacher, Malloy, Lamb, & Roberts, 2013; Schneider, Price, Roberts, & Hedrick, 
2011).  This line of research yields a clear picture of how the event script versus episode-
specific information can be elicited from children following repeated events, but leaves 
unexamined the effects of different open-ended prompts on reports of an individual episode.   
Current Study
Despite differences in the extant research, some broad conclusions can be drawn 
about general versus cued invitations.  Children’s ability to provide information to both 
prompt-types likely develops with age (Lamb et al., 2003), and while general invitations may 
prompt overall more information, cued invitations may be particularly helpful to elicit 
specific details from children (e.g., Feltis et al., 2010; Horowitz, 2009; Orbach & Lamb, 
2000).
The current study sought to advance research on the differing effects of various open-
ended prompts by examining the influence of cued and general invitations within children’s 
reports of an individual episode of a repeated event.  Five- to 9-year-olds participated in four 
episodes of a repeated classroom activity session, and were interviewed after a shorter delay 
(4-7 days) or a longer delay (8-14 days).  Children were prompted about individual episodes 
of the event via cued and general invitations.  The amount, specificity, and accuracy of 
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children’s reported details to each prompt-type were analysed.  Considering the variation in 
terminology of open-ended prompt-types, we defined cued invitations as any open-ended 
prompt that requested elaboration about a detail previously mentioned by the child (e.g., 
“You said you did relaxing.  Tell me more about that;” “Tell me more about the part when 
you relaxed”).  General invitations were considered any open-ended prompt not requesting 
elaboration on a pre-disclosed detail (e.g., “What happened next?” “What else happened?”).
Given children’s responsiveness to variation in open-ended prompting for information 
about event scripts versus episodes (Brubacher et al., 2012; 2013; Schneider et al., 2011), we 
expected that they would demonstrate similar patterns within their reports of an individual 
episode.  It was predicted that general invitations would tend to elicit the details of the 
episode that were common to all episodes (e.g., “We heard a story that day,” when a story 
was present every day).  In contrast, cued invitations were predicted to elicit more specific 
episodic details (e.g., “That time the story was about monsters”).  Since cued invitations 
orient children to the episode of discussion with a pre-disclosed detail, children were also 
predicted to be more accurate at attributing the source (episode) of specific details in response 
to cued than general invitations.  Secondary questions related to the effects of age and delay 
on children’s responses.  Similar to Lamb et al.’s (2003) findings we anticipated that the 
number of details children provided would increase with age, regardless of invitation-type.  
The effect of delay has not previously been tested with different prompt-types and was 
included for exploratory purposes.  
Method
Participants
Two-hundred and three children (110 girls, 93 boys) from primary schools across 
Melbourne, Australia, and surrounding areas completed the study.  Children were aged 5 to 9
years old (M = 7.67 years, SD = 1.28).  To explore developmental differences in children’s 
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reports to general and cued invitations, children were divided into age groups. Younger
children were considered 5 – 7 year-olds (n = 114, M = 6.74 yrs, SD = .86) and older children 
were 8 – 9 year-olds (n = 89, M = 8.86 yrs, SD = .50).  Children’s informativeness has been 
found to increase with age when responding to all question-types (Lamb, Sternberg, & 
Esplin, 2000; Sternberg et al., 1996).  In particular, children aged 8 and older have 
demonstrated an increased ability to particularise episodes of a repeated event (Roberts, 
2002), and increased responsiveness to invitations (Lamb et al., 2003) when compared to 
their younger counterparts.
Materials
Children experienced a scripted classroom activity session (the Deakin Activities), 
which lasted approximately 25 minutes and was repeated on four occasions.  Each episode of 
the activities comprised 16 target memory items created specifically for research so that 
children would not have previous experience with them.  Items were always administered in 
the same temporal order to assist children to develop a script for how the event usually 
occurred.  Items centered around six main activities: meeting a puppet, listening to a story, 
doing a puzzle, relaxing, getting refreshed, and receiving a surprise (a sticker).  The items 
represent various modes of relaying information (e.g., verbalisations, movements, objects) 
and were based on similar memory items successfully employed in previous in-school 
research (Agnew, Powell & Snow, 2006; Powell, Roberts, & Thomson, 2000, Powell & 
Thomson, 1996).  
In each episode of the Deakin Activities the specific presentation of the memory items 
(i.e., the instantiation of the item) varied according to a schedule, so each individual episode 
was slightly different (see Appendix).  Nine fixed items had identical instantiations in each 
episode (e.g., children sat on cardboard each time), six variable items were repeated across 
all episodes but had a different instantiation each time (e.g., children heard a story in each 
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episode, but the specific story differed each time), and one new item was presented in each 
episode and never repeated other times (e.g., children completed a puzzle in only one of the 
four episodes) (see also Brubacher, Glisic, Roberts, & Powell, 2011).  Four counterbalanced 
presentation schedules were created, such that the fixed items for one group of children 
became variable or new items for the next group, variable items became fixed or new items, 
and so on.  Children were randomly assigned to a counterbalanced presentation schedule.  A 
series of ANOVAs showed no significant main effects or interactions with the 
counterbalanced presentation schedules on any of the dependent variables, FVpV
.152.
Procedure
Children’s parents gave informed consent, and children assented to participate in the 
study.  The activities were carried out in schools and were administered by a trained research 
assistant to groups of 20 – 40 children over a two-week period.  Teachers were instructed not 
to discuss the activities with the children or to inform them that they would be later 
interviewed.  All children were individually interviewed by a single interviewer after a 
shorter delay (4 – 7 days, n = 128, M = 6.04 days, SD = .82) or a longer delay (8 – 14 days, n
= 75, M = 10.23 days, SD = 2.02) following the final episode of the activities.  The interviews 
lasted approximately 20 minutes and were audio recorded and transcribed verbatim.
The interviewer was trained in, and interviews conducted in accordance with, general 
best practice guidelines (e.g., National Institute of Child Health and Human Development 
protocol, Lamb, LaRooy, Malloy, & Katz, 2011; the Standard Interview Method–Child,
Powell, 2014).  Interviews commenced with the presentation of ground rules (see Brubacher, 
Poole, & Dickinson, 2015) and a rapport-building practice narrative phase (Roberts, 
Brubacher, Powell, & Price, 2011).  The interviewer then explained she was naïve about the 
Deakin Activities (“I wasn’t there when you did the Deakin Activities, but I’d really like to 
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know what happened”), and asked the child to recall everything (s)he could about them.  
Once children provided some information about the activities (verifying that they 
remembered them), the interviewer asked if the activities happened one time or more than 
one time (all children acknowledged the activities occurred multiple times).  The interviewer 
subsequently prompted children about two individual episodes of the activities chosen by the 
child.  The interviewer prompted the child about each episode in turn, using an open-ended, 
non-suggestive manner until the child’s narrative for the episode was exhausted.  General and 
cued invitations were used to elicit children’s recall, and the interviewer was trained not to 
use other prompt-types (e.g., direct, yes/no), which occurred less than 3% of the time.  Once 
children indicated nothing more could be remembered, the interviewer thanked the child and 
concluded the interview.  
Coding
Coders first tallied the number of general and cued invitations posed while discussing 
the Deakin Activities.  Next, children’s mentions of each detail-type from the activities 
(fixed, variable, and new) were recorded.  Coders additionally recorded the specificity of the 
child’s report: item level reports were mentions of general details that usually occurred (e.g. 
“Then we heard a story”), instantiation level reports were mentions of the specific detail 
presentation in an individual episode (e.g. “One time we heard a story about an elephant”).  
All mentions of details (across all detail-types and specificity-levels) were then matched to 
which prompt-type (general or cued invitation) had been posed to elicit them.  
If children linked a variable or new instantiation to a particular episode (e.g., “The 
last time we heard a story about an elephant”), coders recorded whether or not the detail was 
accurately attributed to the correct episode.  Accuracy scores were then computed as 
proportions of the total instantiations reported per prompt-type (e.g., accurate instantiations 
reported to general invitations were divided by all instantiations reported to general 
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invitations).  Since fixed details had identical instantiations in each episode, accuracy was 
only computed for variable and new details.  However, few children linked new instantiations 
(n = 39) to a specific episode, so they were collapsed with variable instantiations to derive 
children’s overall accuracy score.  For both detail types, the chance of accurately attributing 
to the correct episode is 1/4 or 25%.  
All coders were blind to participant ages and the hypotheses of the study.  For 
reliability purposes 15% of transcripts were double-coded.  Reliability in interviewer prompt
coding ranged from 88% – 100% agreement.  Cohen’s Kappa was calculated for the 
categorisation of the interviewer prompts and agreement ranged from .75 – 1.00 (M = .89).  
Kappa was also calculated for identification of detail-types present in children’s reports and 
their accuracy.  Agreement ranged from .73 – 1.00 (M = .88).  Disagreements were resolved 
through discussion.
Results
Preliminary Analyses
Before examining the effects of prompt-type on children’s reports, we conducted 
exploratory analyses on the number of each invitation used by the interviewer.  A paired-
samples t-test showed more general (M = 9.76, SD = 3.88) than cued (M = 3.09, SD = 1.86) 
invitations were posed on average per interview, t(202) = 22.57, p < .001, d = 2.47.  The ratio 
between general and cued invitations observed here is similar to the pattern naturally 
delivered by investigative interviewers in Lamb et al., 2003 (i.e., an average of 15.81 
invitations per interview, with 5.36 being cued).  To control for the distribution of prompt-
types, the number of details reported to each prompt-type was divided by the number of those 
prompts delivered (e.g., the number of items reported to general invitations were divided by 
the number of general invitations asked). 
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Differential effects of prompt-type 
Total amount of information reported. To test the hypotheses that general 
invitations would be more likely to elicit the details common across episodes, while cued 
invitations would tend to elicit highly specific episode information we inspected the 
specificity and type of details that children reported per general and cued invitation.  
Analyses are 2 (prompt-type: general, cued) x 2 (specificity: item, instantiation) x 2 (delay: 
shorter, longer) x 2 (age: younger, older) mixed ANOVA7, the latter two factors between-
subjects, unless otherwise specified.
There were main effects of prompt-type and specificity on total details reported per 
prompt, FVps Șp2V&KLOGUHQUHSRUWHGPRUHGHWDLOVSHUJHQHUDOM =
.50, SD = .31) than cued invitation (M = 0.40, SD = 0.40) and more details at the instantiation 
(M = 0.59, SD = 0.47) than item (M = 0.31, SD = 0.24) level.  These main effects were 
qualified by an interaction, F(1, 199) = 63.95, p < .001, Șp2 = .24 (see Figure 7.1, left panel).  
As predicted, children reported more items per each general than cued invitation, t(202) = 
13.80, p < .001, d = .98, but more instantiations per each cued than general invitation, t(202) 
= 3.45, p = .001, d = .25.  Age also interacted with specificity, F(1, 199) = 7.59, p = .006, Șp2
= .04.  Older children reported more details per prompt at the instantiation level (M = 1.65, 
SD = 0.99) than younger children (M = 1.09, SD = 0.62), t(139.33) = 4.91, p < .001, d = .70, 
but did not differ in reporting at the item level,  t(201) = 0.30, p = .77.  No other main effects 
or interactions were significant, FV ps 
                                                          
7 Since item and instantiation data showed significant skew and kurtosis, Related-Samples Wilcoxon Signed 
Rank non-parametric tests were also conducted. Each non-parametric test showed the same pattern of results as 
the ANOVAs. Given that ANOVA is relatively robust to violations of normality, we report the ANOVA results 
here for ease of interpretation. 
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Type of information reported.  To more deeply explore the hypothesis that general 
invitations tend to elicit common elements, while cued invitations are more likely to obtain 
episode-specific detail when prompting about individual episodes of repeated events, we 
conducted separate tests for children’s reports of fixed, variable, and new details.  Fixed 
details occur exactly the same way every time, and thus are highly common, while variable 
instantiations and new details (at either level) are specific to individual episodes (see 
Appendix). 
Fixed. The ANOVA conducted on the average number and specificity of fixed details 
reported per prompt revealed main effects of prompt-type and specificity, Fs ps <
.001, Șp2V&KLOGUHQUHSRUWHGDKLJKHUQXPEHURIIL[HGGHWDLOVSHUJHQHUDOM = 0.31, 
SD = 0.21) than cued invitation (M = 0.04, SD = 0.08) and more details at the instantiation (M
= 0.24, SD = 0.18) than item level (M = 0.11, SD = 0.12).  There was again an interaction 
between prompt-type and specificity, F(1, 199) = 39.22, p < .001, Șp2 = .17.  The middle 
panel in Figure 7.1 shows that both general invitations and cued invitations were more likely 
to elicit fixed instantiations than fixed items, t(202) = 4.94, p < .001, d = .39 and t(202) = 
9.00, p < .001, d = .65, respectively.  However, examination of the effect sizes demonstrates a 
notably larger effect for cued than general invitations.  Age interacted with specificity-level 
in the same manner as for total details, F(1, 199) = 6.49, p = .012, Șp2 = .03.  Both age groups 
(Molder = 0.24, SDolder = 0.23; Myounger = 0.19, SDyounger = 0.18) reported similar amounts of 
information at the item level, t(161.96) = 1.86, p = .07.  At the instantiation level, older 
children reported more fixed information (M = 0.59, SD = 0.37) than younger children (M =
.38, SD = .25), t(147.34) = -4.63, p < .001, d = .69.  Age also interacted with prompt-type,
F(1, 199) = 10.37, p = .001, Șp2 = .05.  Older children provided more fixed details per general 
invitation (M = 0.78, SD = 0.42) than younger children (M = 0.49, SD = 0.29), t(147.05) = 
4.38, p < .001, d = .65.  Both age groups (Molder = 0.11, SDolder = 0.18; Myounger = 0.07, 
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SDyounger = 0.12) performed similarly to cued invitations, t(152.07) = 1.82, p = .07.  No other 
effects were significant, FV ps 
Variable. The ANOVA for variable details showed a main effect of prompt-type, F(1, 
199) = 47.88, p < .001, Șp2 = .19.  Children reported more variable details per general (M =
.23, SD = .18) than cued invitation (M = 0.12, SD = 0.15).  The main effect for specificity 
was not significant, F(1, 199) = 1.53, p = .23.  Prompt-type interacted with specificity, F(1, 
199) = 86.33, p < .001, Șp2 = .30.  As shown in the right panel of Figure 7.1, children reported 
a higher number of variable details at the item level to general invitations than cued 
invitations, t(202) = 15.07, p < .001, d = 1.13, but they reported a higher number of variable 
details at the instantiation level to cued invitations than general invitations, t(202) = 2.21, p =
.03, d = 0.16.  No other main effects or interactions were significant, FV ps 
New. Only a quarter (50) of children ever reported a single new detail at any level in 
response to any prompt-type so ANOVA was not an appropriate method to analyse them.  
We collapsed item and instantiation level reports and examined the frequency that children 
reported new details in response to general versus cued invitations.  Forty-three provided new 
details to a general invitation (33 children provided one new detail, nine provided two details, 
and one provided three details), and ten provided new details to a cued invitation (nine 
children provided one detail, one child provided two details).  Only three children provided 
new details to both prompt-types.  Of the children who reported new details, the proportion 
who reported one or more to a general invitation was significantly higher than the proportion
who reported one or more to a cued invitation, z = 6.61, p < .001.
Accuracy of reported instantiations
The second overarching prediction of the current study was that children would be 
more accurate in attributing reported instantiations to the correct episode when prompted with 
cued rather than general invitations, due to the proposed refocusing effects of the cued 
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invitation.  Roughly a quarter of the children (n = 54; 27%) reported only fixed details, which 
occurred in every episode of the Deakin Activities, so an accuracy score could not be 
calculated for them.  Of the remaining children, 104 linked variable and/or new instantiations 
to an episode in response to a general invitation, and 149 did so in response to a cued 
invitation.  Of these children, just 75 linked instantiations to an episode in response to both
general and cued invitations.  
To utilise as much of the sample as possible, we conducted a one-sample t-test 
comparing cued invitation accuracy scores to the mean accuracy of general invitations.  
Children were significantly more accurate to cued (M = .63, SD = .41) than general 
invitations (M = .45, SD = .43), t(148) = 5.16, p < .001, d = .40.  A paired-samples t-test 
conducted on the 75 children with accuracy scores for both general and cued invitations 
confirmed that these children’s responses were more accurate to cued (M = .68, SD = .38) 
than general invitations (M = .43, SD = .42), t(74) = 3.89, p < .001, d = 0.45.
To examine effects of delay (nshorter = 93, nlonger = 56 for cued invitation accuracy; 
nshorter = 67, nlonger = 37 for general invitation accuracy) and age (nyounger = 81, nolder = 68 for 
cued invitation accuracy; nyounger = 63, nolder = 41 for general invitation accuracy) on 
children’s accuracy, a univariate ANOVA was conducted for each prompt-type.  The 
ANOVA for general invitations (n = 104) showed a main effect of delay, F(1, 100) = 10.28, p
= .002, Șp2 = .09.  Children were more accurate after a shorter (M = .58, SD = .48) than a 
longer delay (M = .30, SD = .79).  Delay further interacted with age group, F(1, 100) = 5.32, 
p = .02, Șp2 = .05.  A follow-up t-test showed younger (M = .66, SD = .41) and older children 
(M = .51, SD = .39) had similar accuracy across a shorter delay, t(65) = 1.59, p = .12.  For 
children interviewed after a longer delay, the t-test approached significance, demonstrating a 
trend for older children (M = .43, SD = .39) to outperform their younger counterparts (M =
.16, SD = .36) at longer delays, t(35) = 1.81, p = .07.  There was no main effect of age, F(1, 
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100) = .36, p = .55.  The ANOVA for cued invitations (n = 149) showed no significant effects 
of delay or age on children’s accuracy, F  ps 
Discussion
The current study was the first to demonstrate differing effects of general and cued 
invitations on children’s reports of individual episodes of a repeated event.  In line with the 
primary predictions, children had a tendency to respond with common elements (e.g., “We 
met a noisy animal”) in response to general invitations and episode specific details (e.g., “a 
kangaroo”) in response to cued invitations.  Further, there were advantages of cued 
invitations on the accuracy of children’s attributions of instantiations to specific episodes.  
The effects of each prompt-type are discussed individually. We then consider secondary 
questions around children’s age and the interview timing after the event (delay).
General Invitations
Similar to interviews conducted in the field (Lamb et al., 2003), the current 
interviewer (who has been extensively trained in forensic child interviewing) posed more 
general than cued invitations.  Thus, considering the number of details reported per prompt, 
children provided more item level information (for fixed, variable, and total items) to general 
than cued invitations.  These results support the hypothesis that general invitations would 
elicit more details that were common across all episodes than cued invitations.  When 
children experience an event repeatedly, they create scripts for how the event usually occurs 
(Fivush, 1984; Hudson et al., 1992).  These scripts strengthen memories for the details that 
occurred similarly across episodes of the event (Connolly & Lindsay, 2001; Powell et al., 
1999).  In the current study, children’s scripts encompassed item level information from the 
Deakin Activities, since these broad category details occurred in every episode of the event 
(e.g., in every episode children heard a story).  General invitations are broad, asking children 
to recall numerous happenings from an episode of the event (e.g., “Tell me everything that 
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happened that time,” “What else did you do?”).  When posed with such broad questions, 
children likely retrieve the first happenings that come to mind.  Since script information for 
what has often happened is well remembered (Connolly & Lindsay, 2001; Hudson, 1990; 
Powell et al., 1999), it is unsurprising that more script components were reported to these 
broad, general invitations. 
Analyses taking into account the separate types of details further supported the notion 
that general invitations in interviews about repeated events are likely to prompt for common 
details.  Fixed items (e.g., something children sat upon) and instantiations (e.g., cardboard) 
can be represented both in the event script and individual episodes.  In forensic situations, 
fixed details might include things like the timing of the abuse (e.g., evening) or situational 
parameters (e.g., “Mum’s always at work”).  Variable items (but not instantiations) are 
similarly represented at the script level.  For example, in allegations of repeated sexual abuse, 
clothing being removed may be a common element, but the specific type of clothing may 
vary in each episode.  As expected, variable items were more often reported to general than 
cued invitations.  
While scripts contain information about typically occurring details, they also help to 
highlight deviations, which become noted due to their infrequency (Hudson et al., 1992;
Farrar & Boyer-Pennington, 1999).  In the current study, new details deviated from the 
typical event happenings since each occurred only once.  Accordingly, it was expected that 
new details would be reported similarly to script components (such as item level 
information).  Indeed, in the current study more new details were elicited by general (than 
cued) invitations.
Cued Invitations
Cued invitations were predicted to elicit more specific episodic details than general 
invitations, a hypothesis supported by children’s reporting of more instantiation level 
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information to cued (than general) invitations.  This effect was largely driven by reports of 
variable details, which demonstrated the same interaction when analysed separately.  While 
children provided easy-to-recall script information in response to general invitations, cued 
invitations requested more detail about these pre-disclosed aspects.  Orbach and Lamb (2000) 
suggested that the ‘cue’ (that is, the pre-disclosed detail) serves to scaffold children’s 
retrieval by focusing their attention.  They found that cued invitations elicited proportionally 
more central (as opposed to peripheral) event details than general invitations.  Similarly, 
Lamb et al. (2003) asserted that cued invitations are useful as they break down an episode 
into smaller components (e.g., “Tell me more about the part with the koala puppet”).  
Focusing children on one aspect of the episode enhances the likelihood that children will 
continue to report specific instantiations from the same episode, rather than being distracted 
and drifting to details that occurred regularly.  
Support for the notion that the use of a pre-disclosed detail re-captures children’s 
attention comes from Brubacher et al. (2013).  In their field study, when forensic interviewers 
adopted children’s words for episodes of a repeated event (in contrast to using the 
interviewer’s own language), children were more responsive to the interviewer’s prompts.  
Similarly, it has been suggested that reiterating the child’s word in a cue helps the child feel 
listened to and comfortable, serving to build rapport between the child and interviewer 
(Evans & Roberts, 2009).  Improved rapport may reduce social demand characteristics (such 
as the pressure to answer an adult interviewer even when the answer is unknown) so that 
children are free to report what they accurately recall.
Details reported in response to cued invitations were indeed attributed to the correct 
episode of the Deakin Activities more often than those reported in response to general 
invitations.  Accuracy results were largely driven by children’s recall of variable instantiation 
level information, since new details were infrequently recalled.  Work specifically comparing 
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cued and general invitations has largely been field-based to date, and thus accuracy often has 
not been assessed.  Two laboratory-based exceptions have measured children’s accuracy, 
both examining reports of a non-repeated event.  Similar to current results, Horowitz (2009) 
found that mixed prompts (combining direct and open questions) reduced omission errors 
relative to open prompts (i.e., general invitations).  When the mixed prompt was specifically 
phrased as a cued invitation, these errors were further reduced.  In contrast to Horowitz and 
the current results, Evans and Roberts (2009) found that expansion paraphrases (comparable 
to cued invitations) did not increase accuracy over other open-ended prompts, such as general 
invitations.  Evans and Roberts did find, however, that expansion paraphrases yielded reports 
containing six times the number of accurate details compared to paraphrasing the child in a 
yes/no question.  It is likely that their accuracy results largely reflect differences between 
open-ended prompts and yes/no questions, since it is well documented that responses to open-
ended prompts are more accurate than responses to yes/no questions (Brown et al., 2013; 
Larsson & Lamb, 2009). 
Age and Delay Effects
Supporting developmental expectations, older children provided a higher number of 
total details than younger children, irrespective of prompt-type.  Similar work by Lamb et al. 
(2003) also found older children provided more information to both general and cued 
invitations than younger children.  However, in the current study age interacted with the 
specificity of the information provided.  Older children outperformed their younger 
counterparts at reporting instantiation level information, but not item level information. Item 
level information is represented in scripts, which strengthen memories for both younger and 
older children (Hudson et al., 1992; Hudson & Nelson, 1986), so it is unsurprising to see both 
age groups recall comparable amounts of item level information. 
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Subsequent analyses considering each detail-type individually demonstrated 
differential effects of prompt-types across age groups for reports of fixed details only.  
General invitations elicited a higher number of fixed details from older than younger 
children, but each age group provided similar numbers of fixed details to cued invitations.  
Although fixed details are comprised within children’s scripts, the ability to establish 
comprehensive scripts improves with age, such that younger children require exposure to 
more episodes than older children to establish their scripts (Farrar & Boyer-Pennington, 
1999).  Thus, when the current sample were posed general invitations (which request multiple 
happenings from an episode), the older children were capable of providing more fixed details 
from their scripts than the younger children.  When posed cued invitations, the provision of a 
cue likely assisted the younger children to focus on the event component of discussion and 
provide additional fixed details.  This pattern of results supports Lamb et al.’s (2003) 
suggestion that cued invitations structure children’s recall, in particular serving to enhance 
young children’s ability to reconstruct past events.
In exploratory analyses investigating the effect of delay on responses to each prompt-
type, the current study found delay to have no influence on the amount of information 
reported.  This result is likely due to relatively short delays (even in the “longer” condition) 
in the current study when compared to previous research on delay (e.g., Flin, Boon, Knox, & 
Bull, 1992; Lamb et al., 2000; Pipe, Gee, Wilson, & Egerton, 1999).  For example, Lamb et 
al. (2000) found that delay had no effect on the proportion of utterances containing new 
information in children’s reports of a single incident of sexual abuse until after one month 
had elapsed.  In the current study, the longest delay was only 2 weeks after the event 
concluded.
Although it did not influence the amount of information reported, delay affected the 
accuracy of children’s reports to each prompt-type.  When responding to general invitations 
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after a short delay, children of all ages performed similarly.  However, at a longer delay, the 
older children fared better than the younger.  In contrast, when responding to cued 
invitations, children of all ages performed similarly at both delays.  Previous examinations of 
responses to open-ended prompting about non-repeated (and thus non-scripted) events has 
similarly shown that younger children do not give less accurate responses than their older 
counterparts after at a short delay; however, older children provide more accurate responses 
after a longer delay (Flin et al., 1992, Oates & Shrimpton, 1991). 
Limitations 
Several limitations impacting the generalisability of our findings to forensic 
interviews should be considered.  First, the repeated event was innocuous, where discussion 
topics in forensic interviews are likely unpleasant.  Accordingly, children’s readiness to 
describe abusive acts in specific detail may be complicated in forensic interviews.  Second, 
interviews were conducted up to two weeks after the final episode of the event.  In forensic 
settings, interviews may occur months or years after offences have been committed, so the 
accuracy and amount of information reported may be lower than current results (Lamb et al., 
2000; Oates & Shrimpton, 1991).  Third, child abuse may occur more frequently and over a 
longer timeframe than was examined in the current study.  These factors further confound 
children’s ability to accurately recall specific episodes of ongoing abuse (Price, Connolly, &
Gordon, 2006).  Nevertheless, the results are strongly consistent with theoretical predictions 
and existing literature.
Conclusions
Our finding that cued invitations elicited more specific and more accurate information from 
children should not signify that interviewers should forsake general invitations.  Discussing a 
single episode from a repeated event is a difficult task for children (Connolly & Lindsay, 
2001; Hudson & Nelson, 1986; Powell et al., 1999), and the current results indicate that 
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general and cued invitations offer different forms of assistance.  General invitations were 
more successful at eliciting the broad components of an event episode, and thus may be 
necessary early in an interview to elicit plentiful information about the happenings of the 
episode.  Cued invitations are useful to follow-up previously mentioned details, in order to 
elicit more specific information about them.  The efficacy of each prompt-type should be 
considered when interviewing children about repeated events, such as ongoing abuse.
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CHAPTER 8 – GENERAL DISCUSSION
Research exploring interview techniques to facilitate children’s recall and reporting
of experienced events has informed the development of numerous phased interview protocols 
across the globe.  While all protocols share the same underlying phased structure, the optimal 
presentation of this structure for children recalling repeated events still requires exploration, 
since memories for repeated events are qualitatively different from memories for single 
events (see Roberts & Powell, 2001, for a review).  Children’s cognitive representations of 
repeated events lead them to recall what usually occurs during a repeated event (instead of 
what occurred during an individual episode; Fivush, 1984; Fivush et al., 1984), and to 
confuse which particular episode contained which specific details (Powell et al. 1999; Powell 
& Thomson, 1996; see Chapter 2 for a discussion of repeated event memory).  These 
tendencies are problematic in investigative interviews, since children are often requested to 
provide specific details about individual episodes of repeated events (such as ongoing abuse; 
Powell et al., 2007).  To address these challenges, some of the techniques suggested to further 
assist children’s recall for repeated event episodes were explored in this thesis.
The primary aim of the current research was to test techniques that may foster 
children’s recall of individual episodes from a repeated event.  This aim was addressed 
through original research utilising a laboratory-analogue design, in order to examine the 
effectiveness of novel techniques on children’s accuracy (which cannot be evaluated in field 
interviews). The purpose of the present chapter is to summarise the main findings of the 
original research presented in this thesis, and then position these findings within the 
theoretical frameworks of repeated event memory discussed in Chapter 2.  The contributions
of the current findings for the extant repeated event literature are then discussed. Finally, the 
chapter concludes by offering recommendations for practice and for future research.
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Summary of the main findings
Four interview techniques executable over three different phases of a child interview 
were examined in this thesis.  First, the utility of practicing three common rules during the 
ground rules phase was tested.  Inclusion of ground rules as a technique to enhance children’s 
memory reports is not unique to children alleging repeated, rather than single, events but 
repeated event paradigms provide the ideal context in which to test ground rules because of 
the added complexity of event memory. 
Adherence to rules about not guessing answers or acquiescing to suggestions are 
particularly important for children reporting on repeated events, since these children 
commonly confuse which episode contained particular details (e.g., Powell & Thomson, 
1996), can be highly suggestible about details that vary (e.g., Connolly & Lindsay, 2001), and 
are susceptible to creating false memories consistent with their scripts for the event (e.g., 
Otgaar et al., 2012).  Previous literature on ground rules indicated that rules were more 
beneficial when interviewers practiced them with children instead of merely stating them; 
however, Study 1 was the first experiment to directly compare practicing the rules versus 
merely hearing them in a single sample. It was found that practicing the “don’t know” rule 
during the ground rules phase of an interview assisted children to use the rule during 
discussions of two episodes from a repeated event, and to apply the rule to a challenge 
question at the conclusion of their reports.  However, practice did not affect children’s use of 
the “don’t understand” or “correct me” rules during their reports or at the conclusion of the 
interview, nor did it affect children’s accuracy scores.  It is likely that practice did not affect 
the use of these rules due to the complexity of the cognitive tasks required to utilise them
(e.g., the metacognitive ability to compare a contentious interviewer prompt to one’s own 
knowledge base in order to realise that something is not understood or erroneous).
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In Study 2, the effects of two subtly different practice narrative phases on children’s 
substantive reports were examined.  Previous work by Brubacher, Roberts et al. (2011) 
determined that practice providing narratives about two episodes from an unrelated repeated 
event assisted 5- and 6-year-olds to readily disclose the frequency of a substantive repeated 
event and to provide more information and more differences from individual substantive 
episodes than practice concerning script information or a single (non-repeated) event. Study 
2 furthered Brubacher, Roberts et al.’s work to test if practice reporting two episodes of an 
unrelated event was necessary to achieve these benefits, or if similar results could be 
achieved with practice of one episode.  A practice narrative phase recalling one episode of a 
repeated event was shown to have many similar effects as a practice narrative phase recalling 
two episodes; children’s accuracy, reports of episode differences and disclosures of event 
repetition were all similar across conditions.  However, the study revealed one important 
difference between conditions: older children reported more details from substantive episodes 
after two-episode than one-episode practice, while younger children performed similarly 
across practice conditions. Older children were likely to be more responsive to the subtle 
difference between practice conditions due to their superior source monitoring abilities, 
which seem insufficiently developed in younger children to help them take advantage of the 
modestly greater support of two-episode practice.
Studies 3 and 4 both examined interview techniques executable during the 
substantive phase of an interview. In Study 3, children’s ability to nominate an appropriate 
episode of a laboratory-based substantive event was explored. Although some interview 
protocols (e.g., NICHD protocol, Lamb et al., 2011; Ten step investigative interview, Lyon, 
2005) suggest that interviewers direct repeatedly victimised children to report an episode of 
abuse that they remember well, there is no empirical evidence supporting such a direction. In 
the first study to describe children’s capacity to nominate a well-remembered episode from a 
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repeated event, Study 3 showed that with increasing age, children were better able to 
understand the phrase “time you remember best” and were better able to nominate an episode 
when asked, likely due to developmental improvements in source monitoring abilities (see 
Roberts, 2002).  However, all children struggled to explain their decision-making processes 
involved in nominating an episode, indicating that the ability to explicitly describe these 
internal processes lags behind the ability to utilise them.
Finally, the differential effects of two open-ended prompt-types, cued and general 
invitations, on children’s reports of individual episodes from a repeated event were tested in 
Study 4.  Previous work suggested that cued invitations in particular may be helpful to elicit 
important details from children (e.g., Feltis et al., 2010; Horowitz, 2009; Orbach & Lamb, 
2000); however, the extant research comparing cued and general invitations has largely 
utilised field interviews (preventing accuracy comparisons) and focused on single (non-
repeated) events.  Study 4 employed a laboratory-analogue design to allow the first
assessment of children’s differential accuracy to general and cued invitations when recalling 
individual episodes of a repeated event.  While general invitations elicited more broad 
happenings from children’s scripts (e.g., “We read a story”), the “cue” in cued invitations 
focused children’s attention to provide more specific details about individual episodes (e.g., 
“We read a story about a dog”).  Children’s responses were more accurate for cued
invitations than general invitations, although the accuracy of responses to general invitations 
interacted with children’s age and interview delay. Children of all ages demonstrated similar 
accuracy levels up to one week after the event, but at a longer interview delay younger 
children were less accurate than older children.  There were no differences in the accuracy of 
responses to cued invitations as a function of age or interview delay.  
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Positioning the research findings within the theoretical frameworks
The research presented in this thesis was designed to test methodological 
presentations of interview techniques rather than the cognitive frameworks of children’s
memory for repeated events.  Nonetheless, the findings are relevant to theoretical 
conceptualisations of repeated event memory. To demonstrate the implications of the current 
research for theoretical understandings of memory, the theoretical frameworks presented in 
Chapter 2 are revisited below.
Script theories
According to script theories, children create general event representations (i.e.,
scripts) of how a repeated event usually occurs (Fivush, 1984; Hudson et al., 1992).  Given 
that scripts strengthen memories for the details that occurred similarly across episodes 
(Connolly & Lindsay, 2001; Powell et al., 1999), script theories are useful for predicting the 
ease with which particular event details will be recalled, and under what circumstances.  In 
Study 4, the broad nature of general invitations (e.g., “What else happened?”) allowed 
children freedom to report whatever details they recalled.  The participants responded by 
reporting broad memory items from their scripts, a result consistent with the proposal that 
script information is well-remembered and easy to recall (Connolly & Lindsay, 2001; 
Hudson, 1990; Powell et al., 1999).  Scripts additionally contain “slots” for the various 
objects and activities experienced, and the alternative details that fit within those slots (e.g., 
children might have a slot for “reading a story” that is filled with a different story each 
episode). In contrast to general invitations, cued invitations forced children in Study 4 to 
mentally dig for information about their pre-disclosed details, such that they provided more 
specific information about reported memory items, often a slot-filler. These findings suggest 
that while children need little guidance to report well-remembered information from their 
scripts, they are capable of further mental searches to report more detailed information when 
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directed. Such conclusions are consistent with work finding that children report more 
information about an event when allowed to provide their scripts prior to, rather than after, 
discussing specific episodes (e.g., Brubacher et al., 2012).
Scripts can interfere with recall of individual episodes from a repeated event 
(Fivush, 1984; Means & Loftus, 1991; Powell & Thomson, 1996).  However, Study 2 
demonstrated that practice recalling two episodes from an autobiographical repeated event 
from children’s own lives supported later recall of individual episodes from a substantive
repeated event among Grade 3 children. The fact that more intense training (i.e., two-episode 
practice) assisted the Grade 3s more so than one-episode practice provides some support for 
the notion that children can be trained to cognitively consider individual episodes from an 
event despite the presence of a well-remembered event script.  Past work has demonstrated
that younger children can additionally be trained in this manner, with young children 
reporting more information about episodes of a scripted event after practice recalling 
episodes of a different repeated event than practice concerning a non-scripted event in 
Brubacher, Roberts et al. (2011).  While performance was not compared to a control group in 
Study 2, younger children’s similar reporting after one- and two-episode practice suggests 
that these training effects may reach ceiling at one-episode practice for younger children, 
whose cognitive abilities are insufficiently developed to benefit any further from two-episode 
practice.  
Additional demonstrations of training children to consider individual episodes 
despite the presence of a script comes from Study 3.  Children’s responses when initially 
asked to nominate an episode at the activities (i.e., the time remembered best) were quite 
varied, and younger children were most likely to refer to their scripts. Further, many children 
required interviewer assistance to choose an individual episode from the event series. After 
reporting on a whole episode, however, most children were able to immediately nominate an 
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individual episode when asked about “another time” at the activities (rather than referring to 
their scripts). 
Studies 3 and 4 each demonstrated age effects that were likely influenced by 
children’s developing ability to create scripts.  In Study 3, younger children were disinclined 
to distinguish individual episodes from their script when asked about the time they 
remembered best, instead recalling a script component. This result nicely demonstrates 
younger children’s increased reliance on their scripts compared to their older counterparts 
(Hudson & Nelson, 1983).  Further, in Study 4, older children reported more specific 
instantiations from their recalled episodes than their younger counterparts, but no age 
difference was seen for reports of memory items. Since memory items were shared across 
episodes they are represented in children’s script for the activities, while some instantiations 
are not.  The age effects found in Study 4 therefore demonstrate that script information is 
well-represented in the memories of both younger and older children (Hudson & Nelson, 
1986; Hudson et al., 1992), but that with age children can provide longer accounts without 
reliance on a script (Lamb et al., 2000; Sutherland & Hayne, 2001). 
Fuzzy-trace theory
Fuzzy-trace theory separately considers memory for the overall meaning and 
interpretation of a repeated event (gist traces), and memory for actual experienced episodes at 
an event (verbatim traces; Brainerd & Reyna, 1990; 2015). Given that each trace is 
separately stored and retrieved, fuzzy-trace theory predicts that rehearsal of verbatim traces 
can promote continued verbatim retrieval (whereas retrieval of gist traces can promote further 
gist retrieval; Brainerd & Reyna, 1998; 2004). In Study 2, more extensive practice retrieving 
verbatim traces (i.e., practice retrieving two verbatim traces) assisted Grade 3 children to 
subsequently retrieve verbatim traces more so than limited practice retrieving merely one 
verbatim trace.  The fact that only Grade 3 children demonstrated benefits of two- rather than 
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one-episode practice additionally demonstrates expected developmental improvements to 
verbatim systems (see Brainerd & Reyna, 2004, for a review).  Over preschool to early 
primary school, children’s verbatim memory systems develop substantially (Brainerd & 
Reyna, 2004; Reyna, 1996). Young children’s early verbatim systems were likely too 
immature to benefit from the subtle difference between practice recalling one versus two 
verbatim traces; conversely, older children’s more developed verbatim systems were 
sufficiently developed in order to be receptive to this refinement.
In Studies 1 and 4, children’s reports of individual episodes, which rely on their 
verbatim memory traces for each recalled episode, were examined. In Study 1, the effects of 
practicing (rather than merely hearing) ground rules was tested on children’s spontaneous use 
of the rules during their reports of the verbatim traces.  Verbatim traces are particularly prone 
to forgetting and interference over time, and practicing the “don’t know” rule assisted 
children to alert the interviewer to lost or forgotten information during their verbatim 
retrieval.  In Study 4, the influences of two open-ended prompt-types were examined on
children’s verbatim memory traces.  The accuracy of verbatim memory reports to general 
invitations declined with longer interview delays for younger children only.  This finding 
demonstrates two fuzzy-trace principles jointly influencing children’s reports: that verbatim 
memory is susceptible to forgetting over time, and that verbatim memory systems improve
over primary school years (see Brainerd & Reyna, 2004 for a review). Cued invitations did
not reveal any differences due to age or delay likely because they rely on pre-disclosed 
information, which must be retained in the verbatim trace at the time of interviews in order to 
have been reported in the first place. Older children’s increased ability to extract the gist 
from an event was also seen in Study 4 results. Since fixed items are presented identically in 
every episode, they represent the “gist” of what happens at the Deakin Activities. Study 4 
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showed that when responding to general invitations, older children provided more fixed 
details than their younger counterparts who are still developing gist-extraction skills. 
The source-monitoring framework
In all studies included in this thesis, children were required to report on individual 
episodes of a repeated event. The source-monitoring framework (Johnson et al., 1993) is 
useful to explore children’s ability to isolate and consider individual episodes in this manner.
In Study 3, efficiently nominating the time remembered best required children to mentally 
isolate individual episodes (sources) and compare the content remembered from each.  
Children provided tenuous evidence that they had indeed compared the various sources in 
this manner: they most commonly nominated a typically well-remembered episode (the first 
or last), and they could report more information about the time deemed best remembered than 
another time. While the provision of direct instructions to consider a single episode of the 
activities (i.e., the best remembered episode) appeared to support children’s isolation and 
consideration of separate sources in these manners, only the oldest children in Study 3 
successfully nominated an episode in response to the “time you remember best” prompt, 
demonstrating the gradual development of children’s source monitoring abilities. Younger 
children might therefore require more explicit instructions to isolate and consider sources 
(e.g., “Think about all the times you went to the Deakin Activities. Now tell me about the one 
time you went to the Deakin Activities that you can remember the most things about”) in
order to assist their developing source monitoring skills.
Studies 2 and 4 additionally provided evidence of children’s developing source
monitoring skills. In Study 2, only the older children benefitted from two- rather than one-
episode practice, reporting more instantiations about individual episodes. Given that younger 
children’s source monitoring abilities are less developed than their older counterparts’, the 
subtle benefit of recalling two rather than one practice episode was lost on their immature
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abilities (see also Poole & Lindsay, 2001; 2002). In Study 4, children’s age interacted with 
interview delay to influence their accuracy when responding to general invitations; all 
children performed similarly at a shorter delay, but older children out-performed their 
younger counterparts at a longer delay. Since accuracy scores reflected children’s attribution 
of reported details to the correct episode (i.e., not confusing details across episodes), they 
were influenced by children’s source monitoring proficiency.  Accurately monitoring sources 
becomes increasingly difficult with longer delays after the to-be-remembered event (Parker, 
1995; Roberts, 2002).  The results from Study 4 demonstrate that problems due to interview 
delay can be seen in younger children at a delay of up to two weeks, but older children’s 
more advanced source monitoring aptitude appears to still assist them at such a delay.
Considering the four studies, Study 4 was the only one to show significant 
differences in children’s source accuracy across groups. Here, it was shown that prompts 
focusing on pre-disclosed event details (cued invitations) prompted more accurate source 
decisions than more broad prompts (general invitations). Children can struggle to make 
source decisions spontaneously (see Roberts et al., 2002, for a review), and indeed broad 
general invitations chiefly elicited information from children’s scripts, which do not represent 
individual episodes but the general, invariant event structure. Cued invitations, however,
directed children to a pre-disclosed detail, enhancing the likelihood that they would consider 
the episode more specifically. This specific consideration produced by cued invitations 
assisted children to accurately monitor sources.
Studies 1 and 2 did not demonstrate differences in accuracy across manipulated 
conditions. However, these studies demonstrated other beneficial effects on children’s 
reports without a loss in accuracy (see Koriat et al., 2001, for a discussion of the “amount” 
versus “accuracy” trade-off).  For example, in Study 2, two-episode practice assisted Grade 
3s to report more information about episodes of a repeated event than one practice episode,
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without a loss in accuracy across practice conditions. Similarly, children in Study 1 who 
practiced the “don’t know” rule went on to spontaneously respond “I don’t know” during 
reports of a repeated event more often than children who merely heard the rule without any 
loss in accuracy, suggesting that children were not simply responding “I don’t know” to 
known questions. These results indicate than while some techniques may help children’s 
memory for repeated events (e.g., increasing the quantity of information they report, or not 
guessing answers), such benefits do not mean a reduction in children’s source monitoring 
effectiveness.
Contributions to the extant literature on children’s recall of repeated events
Over the past two decades numerous studies have focused on children’s recall and 
reporting of repeated events (e.g., Brubacher, Glisic et al., 2011; Connolly & Lindsay, 2001; 
Connolly & Price, 2006; Farrar & Boyer-Pennington, 1999; Farrar & Goodman, 1992; 
Odegard et al., 2009; Pearse, Powell, & Thomson, 2003; Powell et al., 1999; Powell & 
Thomson, 1996; Price, Connolly, & Gordon, 2016; Roberts et al., 2015; Roberts & Powell, 
2005; 2006). This work has typically investigated children’s reports of events experienced 
over three to six separate episodes, to ultimately contribute to our current understanding of
the structure of children’s memories for repeated events. The contributions to the extant 
literature exploring children’s memory and reporting of repeated events are now explored for 
each study within this thesis.
Ground rules in the context of repeated event reports
Past laboratory research investigating children’s reports of repeated events has often 
omitted ground rules from their interview protocols, given a focus on other interviewing 
issues or techniques (e.g., Brubacher et al., 2012; Connolly & Price, 2006; Connolly et al., 
2008; Farrar & Goodman, 1992; Powell & Thomson, 1996); similarly, no experimental 
ground rules study has ever included a repeated event paradigm (Brubacher et al., 2015).  In
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repeated event studies that provided ground rules, the rules were typically only read to 
children without the opportunity to practice them (e.g., Price & Connolly, 2004; 2007).  
However, forensic interviews about ongoing abuse that are analysed in field research 
typically contain a ground rule phase (e.g., Brubacher et al., 2013; Lamb et al., 2003), which 
often includes practicing the rules as per protocol recommendations (e.g., NICHD protocol, 
Lamb et al., 2011).  Given this discrepancy between laboratory and field research, it was
comforting to find in Study 1 that the accuracy of children’s reports of a repeated event were 
not influenced by hearing versus practicing ground rules.  This result suggests that 
comparisons across laboratory and field studies on repeated event reports can be made 
reliably.  Further, previous work comparing merely hearing ground rules to a no-rules control 
group has found few differences across conditions (e.g., Ellis et al., 2003; Peterson & Grant, 
2001). Taken together with Study 1 results, this work indicates that experimental studies 
lacking ground rules altogether may additionally be comparable to studies utilising ground 
rules (with or) without practicing them. What these results mean for theories and practical 
implications of using ground rules in conjunction with high-quality (open-ended non-leading) 
interviews would be a worthwhile exploration for a future dissertation or grant proposal.
Practice narratives in repeated event reports
Studies examining children’s repeated event memory have not always included a 
pre-substantive practice narrative, with most early work lacking pre-substantive phases 
altogether (Farrar & Boyer-Pennington, 1999; Farrar & Goodman, 1992; Hudson & Nelson, 
1986; Powell & Thomson 1996). More recent studies have included pre-substantive 
discussions that primarily aim to build rapport between the child and interviewer rather than 
rehearse the child at delivering a narrative about an event (e.g., Brubacher, Glisic et al., 2011; 
Connolly & Price, 2006; Connolly et al., 2008; Price & Connolly 2004; 2007). For example, 
interviewers in Connolly and colleagues’ (2008) study had children discuss their family, 
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school, or interests for a few minutes prior to discussing substantive events, which did not 
rehearse children in providing an episodic narrative. One exception is Connolly and Gordon 
(2014), who had some children recall a recent event (e.g., Christmas Day) during pre-
substantive phases, however, these children were not distinguished from others who 
discussed non-episodic topics (e.g., the child’s favourite school subjects). Forensic 
interviews about ongoing abuse examined in field research often include an episodic practice 
narrative (e.g., Lamb et al., 2003), as per protocol guidelines, yet these studies and protocols 
often do not distinguish episodic practice of a repeated versus a single event.
Few studies have ensured that all children provide an episodic practice narrative 
about a repeated event prior to reporting on substantive issues. One exception is Odegard 
and colleagues’ (2009) study, where children were prompted to provide a narrative about a 
recent celebration of an annual event (Halloween) prior to substantive interview phases. 
Previously, Brubacher, Roberts et al. (2011) demonstrated that the nature of the event that is 
recalled during practice phases influences children’s subsequent reports, finding that 
episodically recalling a repeated event assisted children more so than episodically recalling a 
single event to report on a repeated substantive event. Study 2 results furthered this finding 
to demonstrate that the number of episodic narratives provided about a repeated event can 
further influence children’s substantive reports, where older children recalled more 
substantive information after two practice narratives than one. This result refines current 
knowledge of the impacts and utility of pre-substantive practice phases, suggesting that 
children, at least aged 8 years old and potentially above, can be responsive to very slight 
differences in practice narrative phases. Accordingly, the variation in pre-substantive phases 
that has been seen in past research reduces the comparisons that can be made across studies 
and children. More uniform procedures that mirror best-practice field protocols would be 
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optimal in the future in order to permit meaningful comparisons across studies and increase 
the validity of laboratory research results.
Study 2 results further current developmental understandings of children’s capacity 
to be trained to discuss individual episodes from a repeated event. Brubacher, Roberts et al. 
found that when recalling individual episodes from a repeated event, 5- and 6-year-olds 
benefitted more so than older children from episodic practice of a repeated event, when 
compared to substantially different practice conditions (i.e., practice recalling a script, or 
recalling an event for which no script was available).  A more precise assessment of 
children’s trainability to discuss individual episodes was provided in Study 2, where only 8-
year-olds benefitted from the subtle advantage provided by two-episode, over one-episode, 
practice.  
The developmental findings in Study 2 have implications for research attempting to 
train children to monitor sources (e.g., Poole & Lindsay, 2001; 2002; Thierry & Spence, 
2002).  Study 2 results could be seen to support a trend noted by Poole and Lindsay (2002): 
that younger children have difficultly using source information without extensive support.
Considering studies training children to monitor source, Thierry and Spence found directly 
questioning very young children “Did [detail] happen during [source 1] or [source 2]” 
assisted them to monitor sources; however, in Poole and Lindsay (2002) only older children 
(i.e., 7- and 8-year-olds) benefitted from source monitoring training utilising open 
questioning (e.g., asking children “What did I just do now to get ready?” with no source 
options posed).  In Study 2, it was assumed that two-episode practice provided children with 
more robust source monitoring rehearsal than one-episode practice, but all children were 
prompted during practice in an open-ended manner and were never explicitly asked to 
compare sources (i.e., children were expected to be monitoring autonomously).  It is hence 
possible that only the older children in Study 2 truly monitored sources in practice phases, 
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thus accounting for why only these children received the additional benefits of two-over one-
episode practice.
Nominating an individual episode to discuss in repeated event studies
In contrast to numerous studies directing children to recall a particular episode of a 
repeated event, such as the last time (e.g., Connolly & Price, 2006; Roberts & Powell, 2005), 
only three previous experiments have prompted children to discuss the episode that they
“remember best” (Brubacher, Glisic, et al., 2011; Brubacher, Roberts et al., 2011; 2012). 
These studies have asked children to nominate such an episode without prior knowledge of 
what children interpret the phrase “the time you remember best” to mean. The results of 
Study 3 shed light onto children’s understanding of requests to nominate a well-remembered 
episode. Troublingly, younger children did not understand the phrase and frequently failed to 
nominate an episode, most commonly referring to their scripts instead.  Results indicated that 
younger children in Brubacher and colleagues’ studies were unlikely to have made strategic 
choices to describe the episode they remembered best. Despite this miscomprehension of 
“the time you remember best,” children often failed to alert the interviewer to their 
miscomprehension. Similarly in Study 1, children did not apply the “don’t understand” rule 
(with or without practice of the rule) throughout a high quality interview regarding episodes 
of a repeated event.  These results raise concerns over the validity of children’s responses in 
studies requesting children to nominate an episode for discussion themselves.
In Study 3, 81 children (46% of sample) were ultimately unable to nominate an 
episode to the “time you remember best” prompt even with additional direction (e.g., “Think 
really hard about the one time you can remember the best at the Deakin Activities”), instead 
requiring the interviewer to use alternative phrasing, or to select an episode on their behalf
based on information the children reported. Given that interviewers selected details from the 
first details children reported, it is possible that the episode in which the details were present 
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was well remembered.  Indeed, there were no differences between the children who 
spontaneously nominated an episode and those who required the interviewers’ assistance.  
Although not reported in Brubacher and colleague’s publications, interviewers in these 
experiments indeed needed to frequently assist children to select an individual episode (S. 
Brubacher, personal communication, June 12, 2016). Encouragingly, Study 3 showed no 
differences between the episodes selected for discussion by children or by the interviewer. In 
both instances the first and last episodes were commonly selected, suggesting that research 
immediately directing children to the first or last episode is comparable to studies allowing 
children to select an episode themselves. In fact, given children’s common misunderstanding 
of “the time you remember best” and failure to select an episode, it may be useful for 
interviewers to direct children to the first or last episode in future repeated event research, or 
to elicit narratives from children in order to utilise disclosed information to focus them on an 
individual episode. 
Open-ended prompting in repeated event reports
Open-ended prompting has been well-supported as the optimal manner in which to 
elicit plentiful and accurate information from children (Brubacher et al., 2014; Lamb, Orbach, 
Hershkowitz et al., 2007; Powell et al., 2005).  Previous work in field (e.g., Lamb, Orbach, 
Hershkowitz et al., 2007; Price et al., 2013) and laboratory (e.g., Brubacher, Glisic et al., 
2011) settings has utilised open-ended prompts to elicit children’s reports of episodes from a 
repeated event. However, these studies have not differentiated between the types of open-
ended prompts used, instead collapsing reports made to cued and general invitations together. 
Since Study 4 demonstrated differential effects of these two common open-ended prompt-
types, the precise open-ended prompts utilised may be a confounding factor in children’s 
reports and should be controlled where possible in future. 
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In other repeated event research, children’s narrative reports have been obtained 
exclusively via general invitations (i.e., cued invitations are neglected), which are then 
followed later with riskier direct questions (e.g., “What was the story the last time?”) (e.g., 
Connolly & Lindsay, 2001; Farrar & Boyer-Pennington, 1999; Powell & Thomson, 1996; 
Powell, Thomson, & Ceci, 2003). Study 4 demonstrated that general invitations effectively 
elicit the broad happenings of an episode, suggesting that children in these past studies would 
have reported the broad happenings about substantive episodes. Compared to direct 
questions, open-ended cued invitations are more effective at eliciting accurate (Dent & 
Stephenson, 1979) and plentiful (Brown et al., 2013) information, and are more in keeping 
with instructions provided to forensic interviewers (see Chapter 3).  Pearse and colleagues 
(2003) conducted one study that utilised this methodology with cued invitations in lieu of
direct questions. Interviewers prompted children about a single episode from a repeated 
event using general invitations only, then when the child could report no more the interviewer 
asked cued invitations about each activity that the child had already reported (e.g., “You said 
you heard a story the last time. Tell me more about the story”). Study 4 results support Pease 
et al.’s methodology; given that general invitations were found to be effective at eliciting the 
broad happenings of an episode they are likely useful early in an interview to establish the 
overall activities. Conversely, cued invitations were most useful at eliciting more detailed 
information about pre-disclosed information, and are thus likely useful later in an interview to 
follow-up the broad happenings that have been disclosed.
Considering the impact of significant findings
The research comprised within this thesis frequently demonstrated significant 
differences between the examined conditions, despite each condition sharing an incredibly 
high level of similarity. Previously, event frequency has been established as a key factor 
influencing children’s memories for an event (Powell & Roberts, 2002; Powell et al., 1999; 
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see Roberts & Powell, 2001, for a review), yet in the current thesis all children across all 
groups were reporting on a repeated event that was experienced on four occasions.  Another 
factor well-established as influencing children’s reports is the use of open-ended prompts (as 
opposed to specific questions) (see Larsson & Lamb, 2009, for a review).  All children were 
prompted in the current studies about individual episodes of repeated events using open-
ended prompts only.  Additionally, the studies within this thesis considered children’s recall 
of an event after rather short delays, where the amount of time between experiencing an event
and reporting on it has again reliably been shown to be a key factor influencing children’s 
reports (e.g., Flin et al., 1992, Oates & Shrimpton, 1991).  Even in Study 4, which considers 
children’s responses after a relatively longer delay, the maximum delay experienced by any 
child is only two weeks.  The similarities across all conditions speak to the strength of the 
significant differences that were found in the current studies. 
Furthermore, the importance of finding significant differences in controlled 
laboratory experiments is substantial when considering the applications of the research to 
forensic settings. In forensic interviews, the outlined factors influencing children’s memory 
are often amplified, worsening children’s recall. Abuse reported by children in forensic 
contexts will often be ongoing for much longer periods than the four episodes spread over 
two weeks adopted in the methodologies of the current research. Forensic interviewers often 
fail to adhere to best-practice open-ended prompting as stringently as was demonstrated in 
current research (Brown & Lamb, 2009; Cederborg, Orbach, Sternberg, & Lamb, 2000; 
Sternberg et al., 1996). Additionally, children often report abuse after delays much longer 
than two weeks (London, Bruck, Ceci, & Shuman, 2005; Sas & Cunningham, 1995). Since 
these factors were constant and optimum in the current program of research, current results
become even more important when considering forensic interviews (where these factors may 
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not be so favourable).  Significant findings from the current research are likely to be 
exemplified in field settings.
Recommendations for practice and future research
Although more research is needed, particularly in field settings, the studies 
comprised within this thesis have implications for how children should be interviewed about 
repeated events. Replication in forensic interviewing contexts is particularly important, since 
children’s performance in numerous studies was influenced by their metacognitive and 
executive functioning, which often lags behind typically developing levels in maltreated 
children (Danese & McEwen, 2012). Directions for future research to further the findings of 
each study are additionally suggested below. 
Ground rules. Interviewers should provide children with a simple practice question 
that allows them to apply the “don’t know” ground rule at the beginning of an interview.  
Such practice is already a recommended procedure in some interviewing protocols (e.g., 
NICHD protocol, Lamb et al., 2011; State of Michigan Forensic Interviewing protocol, 
2011), but has now been empirically shown to assist children’s application of the “don’t 
know” rule through to the end of a high-quality interview about a repeated event.  However, 
Study 1 findings do not support recommendations for interviewers to give young children a 
simple question to practice the “don’t understand” rule (which is recommended in the State of 
Michigan Forensic Interviewing protocol, 2011) or “correct me” rule (which is recommended 
in the NICHD protocol, Lamb et al., 2011).  While past research has found that intensive 
(e.g., 15 minute) practice of these rules is beneficial (e.g., Krackow & Lynn, 2010; Saywitz & 
Moan-Hardie, 1994), rigorous practice regimes are not feasible in an investigative interview 
where the limited interview time must focus on the abusive incidents.  Accordingly, further
research is required to establish the least intensive strategies that are able to assist children to 
apply these rules throughout an interview.  Past research has found practice that utilises 
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visual demonstrations is useful to teach children to use rules (e.g., Krackow & Lynn, 2010; 
Saywitz & Moan-Hardie, 1994), so presenting simple practice questions visually may assist 
children to apply the rule.  For example, to practice the “correct me” rule interviewers could
show children a picture of a pizza and ask, “If I said this was a picture of a hamburger, what 
would you say?” 
Further research should examine alternative rules not tested in the current thesis. 
Given that children reporting on repeated events commonly confuse recalled details across 
episodes, it may be useful to explore ground rules designed to minimise this confusion. For 
example, instructing children “I might mix things up sometimes. It’s important you tell me 
when I mix things up.” Since children in Study 1 struggled to apply the “correct me” rule 
(which is similarly asking children to alert the interviewer to incorrect information or 
interviewer confusions) with simple practice, it seems likely that more intense strategies may 
be required for implementation of this rule too. Perhaps utilising visual information to also 
practice applying this rule will be fruitful for children.  For example, interviewers might show 
older children a 7-day calendar and ask, “So, if you look at this calendar [with event marked 
on Wednesday] and I said that someone went to [event] on Friday, what would you say?” 
However, it should be noted that younger children would struggle to utilise a calendar in a 
visual example, due to their reduced understanding of temporal information (Orbach & 
Lamb, 2007; Powell & Thomson, 1997), and may need a simplified example or in fact may 
not benefit from such a cognitively complex rule at all.
Narrative Practice. Before discussing repeated substantive events, interviewers 
should conduct episodic practice of a repeated event from children’s own lives. Past work 
has already shown that this type of practice is beneficial over recalling script information, or 
recalling a single event (Brubacher, Roberts et al., 2011), and that any practice is better than 
none at all (Price et al., 2013). Furthering this past work, Study 2 demonstrated that to best 
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assist older children to recall a high amount of accurate information about repeated event 
episodes interviewers may want to consider practicing them in recalling two episodes of a 
repeated event from their own lives. To best assist younger children, however, interviewers 
need only have them recall a single episode. In instances where time is limited, or recalling 
two practice episodes is inappropriate (e.g., if children are particularly keen to discuss 
substantive issues), recalling a single episode of a repeated event may suffice even older 
children, since this practice appeared to prime many of the same cognitive skills as two-
episode practice, and overall differences between the two conditions were small. Further, 
given that language and attention difficulties are often more pronounced in maltreated 
children (compared to non-maltreated children; De Bellis, Hooper, Spratt, & Wooley, 2009; 
Lum et al., 2015), two-episode practice may exhaust maltreated children in forensic 
interviews.
Recommendations regarding practice narratives should be taken with caution, given 
that Study 2 did not include a control group.  Research in the future should thus compare a) 
two-episode practice of a repeated event, b) one-episode practice of a repeated event, and c) 
practice of a single (non-repeated) event within the one sample in order to conclusively 
demonstrate the effects of one- versus two-episode practice.  Another logical extension of 
Study 2 is to examine the effects of episodic practice narratives on children of a wider age 
range, given that performance in Study 2 was highly influenced by age.  Testing the effects of 
episodic practice in older children will allow confirmation of the current developmental trend 
to ensure Study 2 results are not spurious.  Further, testing episodic practice in younger 
children who are still developing the ability to create scripts (DeMarie et al., 2000; Hudson & 
Nelson, 1983) and monitor sources (see Roberts, 2002, for a review) is a necessary step to 
ascertain the lower boundary conditions before confidently recommending episodic practice 
narratives of repeated events in field work.
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Choosing specific episodes. Data from Study 3 have implications for interviewers 
tasked with eliciting children’s reports about individual episodes from a repeated event (such 
as investigators in jurisdictions requiring particularisation of abusive incidents; S. v R., 1989). 
Given young children’s difficulty in nominating an episode when asked to discuss the time 
remembered best, results suggest that this prompt may not be an effective means to assist 
children to discuss an individual episode. Instead it may be viable for interviewers to direct 
children to recall the first or last episode rather than asking them to nominate an episode 
themselves, since those children who did nominate an episode in Study 3 most frequently 
nominated the first or last one. Alternatively, interviewers can elicit some information from
children about the event in order to then use a mentioned detail to nominate an episode for 
discussion (e.g., “You said that one time it happened at the beach. Tell me everything about 
the time it happened at the beach”). 
Despite children’s improved memory for the first and last episodes of a repeated 
event (compared to intermediate episodes; Gomes et al., 2014; Koppenol-Gonzalaz, 
Bouwmeester, & Vermunt, 2014; Roberts et al., 2015), these episodes may not always be 
appropriate for discussion in field settings. For example, the first episode may have 
happened when the child was very young and unable to create and store a detailed memory 
for the incident, or an intermediate episode may involve salient or unique factors (e.g., the 
episode occurred at the child’s 5th birthday party) and accordingly be highly memorable.  
Prompting children to recall the first or last episodes may additionally prove impractical with 
young children, since an understanding of temporal language (Friedman & Lyon, 2005; 
Orbach & Lamb, 2007) and the ability to accurately make temporal judgements (Jack, 
Friedman, Reese, & Zajac, 2016) develop gradually.  Allowing children to nominate a viable 
episode for discussion themselves can potentially address these concerns, rendering future 
research investigating improved methods to allow children to self-nominate an episode 
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important. Given that young children’s cognitive abilities appeared too underdeveloped to 
understand and respond to “the time you remember best,” future work may be well-advised to 
consider more explicit instructions that coax children through the cognitive processes 
required.  For example, “I want you to think about each time you went to [event]. Think 
about what you remember about each different time. Then, tell me about one time at [event] 
that you can remember lots about.”
Open-ended prompting.  Results from Study 4 suggest that interviewers tasked with 
eliciting accounts of individual episodes from a repeated event, such as ongoing abuse, 
should consider the differential efficacy of general and cued invitations on children’s reports.
General invitations were more successful at eliciting the broad components of an event 
episode, and are thus likely useful early in an interview to elicit the overall happenings of the 
episode.  Cued invitations may be useful later in an interview in order to follow-up previously 
mentioned details and elicit more specific information about them.  However, these 
conclusions should be accepted with great caution since Study 4 did not systematically test 
the ordering of these prompt-types.  
Future work is still needed to determine whether interviewers should first elicit a
narrative of the broad happenings from an episode using only general invitations, and then 
later follow-up disclosed information with cued invitations.  While past work has indeed 
ordered general and cued invitations in this manner (e.g., Pearse et al., 2003), studies have
not yet systematically manipulated the ordering of the prompt-types during discussions of an 
individual episode of a repeated event. Another viable ordering of the prompt-types worthy 
of further examination is to continually interchange each prompt-type, asking first a general 
invitation to elicit a broad component of an event, and then a cued invitation to elicit more 
specific information about the component(s) just disclosed, then another general invitation, 
another cued invitation and so on.  This methodology has the benefit of keeping children’s 
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attention on the event component just disclosed, to potentially assist them to report even more 
detailed information to the follow-up cued invitation.
Despite much research over the past two decades investigating children’s recall for 
episodes of a repeated event, there appear to be many more avenues to further investigate 
children’s recall and reporting of repeated events.  It is hoped that the studies within this 
thesis not only provide some answers as to how children discuss episodes of a repeated event, 
but also generate future research questions to promote further exploration of the topic.
Final Conclusions
This thesis has examined the effectiveness of interview techniques employable at 
various stages of a child interview to assist children reporting on individual episodes of a 
repeated event.  The research has contributed uniquely by investigating the implementation of 
techniques not previously examined or manipulated scientifically.  For example, in the first 
study to examine the effects of practicing versus merely hearing ground rules on children’s 
reports of a repeated event, practicing the “don’t know” rule, but not the “don’t understand” 
or “correct me” rules, was found beneficial to children’s reports.  Data from the current thesis 
indicate that there are indeed methods and instructions available to interviewers to enhance 
the amount and accuracy of information provided by children about repeated event episodes, 
although some techniques tested in the current research program proved more fruitful than 
others.  For example, Study 3 demonstrated that directing children to nominate a well-
remembered episode from a repeated event may not be a viable means of focusing children 
on an individual episode, particularly with younger children.
Current findings refine knowledge of best-practice methods utilised in interviewing 
protocols, making significant contributions to past literature on repeated events.  For 
example, while best-practice guidelines dictate that open-ended prompting is a preferable 
means to elicit information from children, Study 4 demonstrated that different open-ended 
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prompt-types have differential impacts on children’s reports of repeated events.  Further, 
Study 2 refined knowledge of the practice narrative interview phase to demonstrate that the 
number of practice narratives provided about an event can influence children’s subsequent 
reports. Nonetheless, to improve child interview procedures in forensic settings, future 
research in the field is required to complement this work completed in laboratories.
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Appendix 
Sample list of presented items during the Deakin Activities.
Instantiation
Item Episode 1 Episode 2 Episode 3 Episode 4
Fixed items
Poster design Red Red Red Red 
Leader’s bag for activities Backpack Backpack Backpack Backpack
Warm-up activity Jump Jump Jump Jump
Children sit on Cardboard Cardboard Cardboard Cardboard
Koala puppet’s name Boo Boo Boo Boo
Manner of showing story Book Book Book Book
Body part relaxed Legs Legs Legs Legs
Music for relaxing Waves Waves Waves Waves
Container for stickers Pencil case Pencil case Pencil case Pencil case
Variable items
Badge worn Leaf Letter Jellybean Feathers
Noisy animal Kangaroo Goanna Kookaburra Dingo 
Content of story Cat Monsters Police lady Elephant
Volunteer to hold up story Child A Child B Child C Child D
Utensil to write volunteer name Lipstick Crayon Chalk Texta pen
Sticker design Bees Chicken Flower Star
New items
Leader’s cloak Red
Leader’s tablecloth Newspaper
Puzzle Clown eating
Method to refresh children Paper fans
